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ABSTRACT 
Policing is more difficult than ever before in today’s world since types of crime and 
criminal profiles change as a result of technological development and globalization.  Police 
organizations should review their organizational and operational strategies to improve the fight 
against contemporary crimes and criminals. Behaviors and performance of police officers are 
very important in fighting crime. In this struggle, especially today, officers should exhibit 
organizational citizenship behaviors and perform better. One of the most important factors 
affecting these two concepts in organizations is organizational support. The literature stresses the 
social exchange cycle and reciprocity rules in the relationships of organizations and their 
members. In this cycle, if the organization cares about its members and if members perceive that 
the organization is supportive, they feel obliged to behave positively, perform better, and help 
the organization to reach its goals and objectives. If they don’t perceive organizational support, 
they won’t care about the organization, either. 
 Hypotheses were developed based on these assumptions in the literature. This study 
tested these assumptions in Crime Scene Investigation units of the Turkish National Police 
(TNP). Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to analyze the relationships among 
variables of Perceived Organizational Support (POS), Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
(OCB), and Perceived Performance (PP). Measurement models for these three latent constructs 
were developed by deriving the indicators from the literature. Most earlier studies tried to figure 
out reasons of the OCB. This study has a different perspective that investigates both reasons and 
results of OCB. 
 A survey was developed to measure the latent variables of the study, and 405 of 
approximately 3,000 Crime Scene Investigators in the Turkish National Police responded to the 
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survey. Results of the study showed that the relationship between POS and OCB is positive and 
significant. This is consistent with the literature. The relationship between OCB and PP is also 
positive and significant, and this is also consistent with the literature. However, the relationship 
between POS and PP is negative and insignificant. This result contradicts the results of previous 
studies in the literature and can be attributed to the subjective nature of measuring individuals’ 
perceptions. According to the literature, perceptions are subjective rather than objective; 
therefore, data coming from reports of individual perceptions may not reflect the actual situation. 
 Demographic information of the participants served as the control variables of the study. 
Information about the education level, rank, age, gender, size of the unit, and tenure of the 
respondents was collected by way of the conducted survey, and the effects of these variables 
were analyzed on the endogenous variable of the study, Perceived Performance. This study 
found no significant relationships between these control variables and Perceived Performance. 
Therefore, all these control variables were removed from the Structural Equation Model of the 
study. 
 This study revealed that the TNP needs to be more supportive toward its members in 
order to have officers show organizational citizenship behavior and perform better. The TNP 
should revise its policies, especially regarding rotations from one province to another, working 
hours, rewards, and overtime pay. These are all indicators of organizational support and will 
result in a higher performance level among officers. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter addresses the statement of the problem for the study. Explanations are 
provided about the context of the study, which is criminalistics and Crime Scene Investigation 
activities of the Turkish National Police. Definitions of terms that are frequently used in this 
study are also provided. Five research questions will be posed and answered in this study. These 
questions are stated in the related section of this chapter. The significance of the study is 
discussed in its many aspects. Last, descriptions are given about the design of the study at the 
end of the chapter. 
1.1 Statement of the Problem 
Globalization and technological developments resulted in many changes in social 
environments all around the world. New dynamics in this new world put many issues on the 
agenda for discussion, for example the increase in crime. This is a common problem in almost all 
countries around the world. This increase in criminal activities is an important phenomenon 
because criminal activities have serious effects not only on the individuals as victims but also on 
all of society and social structure as they injure society itself. Thus, fighting crime is a very 
important issue, and fighting crime in effective and efficient ways has been discussed seriously 
by policymakers and scholars in different platforms as they have tried to find solutions for this 
matter (Karofi & Mwanza, 2006). In order to fight against contemporary types of crimes and 
criminals, police organizations should review their administrative and organizational policies 
(Smith, 2003) 
Criminal investigations, and particularly Crime Scene Investigation (CSI) as the most 
important part of such investigations, play a crucial role in fighting crime. Evidence collected 
from a crime scene by investigators is silent witnesses of the crime, so they are very important. 
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Collecting, storing, transferring, evaluating, and identifying such evidence are tasks of 
investigators. Performing these tasks requires extra enthusiasm and more care than performing 
daily routine tasks. Investigators are expected to volunteer for extra responsibilities while 
conducting an investigation and should act creatively and innovatively. They must be in the habit 
of doing tasks that may not have been assigned to anyone but that would be beneficial if 
performed. 
The Turkish National Police (TNP) conducts various tests to select Crime Scene 
Investigators and hires the most skillful officers as a result of those tests. Then, the TNP provides 
those selected officers with both practical and theoretical in-service training. Therefore, it may 
be said that all the investigators are well educated and skillful in the TNP. However, 
investigators’ success and performance rates are not always satisfactory and have been the 
subject of much complaint. The literature suggests that there is a relationship between employee 
behavior and performance. Lack of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) of officers 
working in CSI units in the TNP may cause this situation. Therefore, investigators’ behavior that 
results in low performance and poor success rates in the TNP is the focus of this study.  
Up until now, investigators’ behavioral problems have been addressed by supporting CSI 
units in terms of equipment. However, this strategy did not solve the problem, because although 
insufficient equipment may have effects on investigators’ behavior it is certain that this is not the 
only influence. Besides, most of the CSI units in the provinces of Turkey do not have equipment 
problems, so there must be some different or additional behavioral matters as reasons for these 
behaviors.  
Since behaviors of investigators are crucial for successful investigations, the reasons and 
results of the investigators’ behavior must be investigated in an academic and empirical way, and 
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this study mainly focuses on this issue. The effect of OCB on performance was pointed out by 
theories, and it was proven by some empirical studies in public and private studies. This study 
mainly focuses on the antecedents of OCB and combines them in the name of Organizational 
Support (OS).  
Performance measurement is a very important skill that all human service professionals 
must have  (Martin & Kettner, 2009; Wang, 2010). OCB is an important criterion when 
evaluating performance and success in organizations (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1993; 
Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Hui, 1993; Scott, 2003), and it has 
positive effects on organizations’ effectiveness (George, 1991; Organ, 1988). On the other hand 
OCB has negative effects on employee turnover (Chen, Hui, & Sego, 1998); therefore this study 
mainly concentrates on the OCB issue in order to determine problems in CSI units of the TNP in 
terms of performance and success. 
Performance is one of the most discussed outcomes of OCB in the literature, and there is 
a strong assumption that OCB influences performance in the organization although there are not 
many empirical studies to support this assumption. Studies in the literature mostly focus on the 
antecedents of OCB and apparent consequences of neglected OCB. While there are 160 studies 
conducted to figure out the reasons of OCB, only five focused on the effects of OCB on 
performance before 2000 (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). This study focuses 
on not only the reasons for OCB but also its results. This is a contribution to the literature on 
OCB by its discussion of OCB’s consequences. 
Most earlier studies tried to understand the reasons and the path leading to OCB. This 
study also provides a different perspective by investigating both the reasons and results of OCB. 
Theories of Social Exchange and Organizational Support point to the path between POS, OCB, 
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and PP, but up until now these three concepts were not investigated together in the frame of these 
two theories. Therefore, this study makes a contribution by gathering these three concepts 
together in the light of these theories and by analyzing the relationships among POS, OCB, and 
PP in CSI units of the TNP. These concepts were identified and investigated mostly in the 
private sector in early studies. Just a few of these studies were conducted on organizations in the 
public sector and there is almost no OCB study that analyzes the OCB on police departments. 
The path among POS, OCB, and PP addressed in earlier-mentioned theories are tested in a police 
department setting. The performance issue in CSI units in the TNP is addressed by studying POS 
and OCB in this study, with some recommendations provided at the end. 
1.2 Context of the Study: Criminalistics and CSI in TNP 
Forensic science is the combination of many science areas, and criminalistics is one of 
these areas. The word criminalistics comes from a German root, which is Kriminalistik. This 
phrase was first used by Austrian criminalist Hans Gross. Even though the words of 
criminalistics and forensics look as if they refer to the same things, and they sometimes are used 
to refer to the same meaning, they literally have different meanings (Inman & Rudin, 2001). 
There are many definitions for criminalistics in the literature so it is a challenge to come up with 
a unique definition.  
Criminalistics is one subdivision of forensic sciences. Criminalistics is defined by the 
American Board of Criminalistics (2003) as ―that profession and scientific discipline directed to 
the recognition, identification, individualization, and evaluation of physical evidence by 
application of the physical and natural sciences to law-sciences matters.‖  The other definition of 
criminalistics, which is provided by the California Association of Criminalistics (n.d.), is a 
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profession that is concerned with conducting scientific analysis and physical evidence 
examination, forming interpretations, and presenting them in the court. 
Criminalistics involves many disciplines, such as the examination of fingerprints, fire and 
explosives, tool marks, firearms, documents of questionable authenticity, biological fluids, 
shoeprints, glass, tire tracks, soil, fibers, paint, serial numbers, light bulbs, drugs of abuse, and 
crime scenes. Criminalistics’ main purpose is applying the doctrines of science to evidence 
examination to support the judicial system in determining that a criminal activity has been 
perpetrated, to identify that criminal activity’s victims and criminals, and to determine a plan of 
action. While criminalistics examines the physical evidence, it also makes use of other scientific 
disciplines, such as mathematics, chemistry, physics, and biology (Inman & Rudin, 2001; 
Osterburg, 1968; Saferstein, 2004). 
Crime scene investigation implies the detailed investigation of the scene of the crime. It 
also refers to the detection, collection, and identification of relevant evidence. The 
documentation of the scene in which the crime occurred is also a part of crime scene 
investigation. Every kind of evidence requires different specific techniques to investigate and 
examine. For instance, fingerprint examination consists of detecting them at the crime scene and 
identifying them by comparing them with other fingerprints, for example the fingerprints 
provided by a suspect or a criminal, in order to find the perpetrator (James & Nordby, 2005; 
Kaygisiz, 2005). 
CSI services are conducted in Turkey by the Criminal Police Laboratory Department of 
the TNP and the Criminal Laboratory of Gendarmerie. There are CSI teams in all provinces of 
Turkey, and these all report to the Criminal Police Laboratory Department of the TNP. All the 
officers working on these teams are trained as CSI experts. The main task performed by these 
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teams is investigating and collecting evidence from crime scenes in the most correct way, 
transferring and analyzing this evidence by using various scientific methods, documenting and 
archiving the evidence, and transmitting it to the relevant sections and departments (Kaygisiz, 
2005).    
These CSI teams in the provinces of Turkey mostly have the proper technical equipment 
to conduct their tasks. These technical capabilities enable them to investigate, collect, and 
identify evidence, apprehend perpetrators, and establish the link between criminal, victim, and 
crime scene. This is a very important task to provide justice in society (Kaygisiz, 2005).  
The CSI teams also conduct identifications, face recognition, photographing criminals, 
archiving fingerprints, and collecting demographic information of criminals. These teams 
conduct these tasks by the order of a prosecutor. In the Turkish criminal justice system, 
prosecutors are responsible for fulfilling such tasks, and CSI teams act on behalf of the 
prosecutors on their orders. After collecting the fingerprints and demographic information and 
taking pictures of suspects, CSI teams submit all this evidence to prosecutors (Kaygisiz, 2005). 
1.3 Definition of Terms 
There are several terms and concepts in this research that are mainly derived from OCB-
related literature. These concepts and terms typically represent the variables and most frequently 
used terms in the research. In this part of the study the specific definitions of terms are provided 
as they are used in this study, rather than necessarily according to their general meaning. 
1.3.1 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) was defined by Dennis Organ (1988) in his 
study. According to his definition, OCB refers to employees’ discretionary behavior in favor of 
the organization. These behaviors do not depend on the expectation of reward, fear of 
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punishment, or job requirements. Organ (1988) defined OCB as ―individual behavior that is 
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the 
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization‖ (p. 4). 
1.3.2 Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 
 Perceived Organizational Support (POS) is the perception of employees about the 
support they receive from the organization. POS stands for the employee’s belief about the 
availability of help from the organization when it is needed to perform the job effectively and 
overcome difficult conditions (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
1.3.3 Perceived Performance (PP) 
Perceived Performance (PP) is the perception of employees about their own performance 
on the job. Performance is described as in role performance, and it is defined briefly as 
employees’ achievement level in their responsibilities and duties assigned at work (Williams & 
Anderson, 1991). Performance is evaluated on the individual level, and individuals are asked 
about their own performance. 
1.3.4 Crime Scene Investigation 
Crime Scene Investigation (CSI) is the task that is performed by the Criminal 
Investigators at the area or point where a crime was committed. This task mainly consists of 
determining, ensuring the safety of, picturing, collecting, and transferring evidence at the crime 
scene. 
1.3.5 Investigator 
Investigator means Crime Scene Investigator. Investigators are officers who work at CSI 
units and conduct investigations at crime scenes. 
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1.4 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 
The main purpose of this study is to examine the relationship and its direction among 
organizational support, organizational citizenship behavior, and performance of the crime scene 
investigators in CSI units of the TNP. The study helps to understand how important OCB is for 
employees, how perceived organizational support affects CSI unit members’ organizational 
citizenship behaviors, and how this OCB affects the performance of such investigators. 
Therefore, briefly, OCB, OS as antecedent, and performance as consequent of OCB are studied 
for CSI units of the TNP. Suggestions and strategies are provided to develop this behavior 
among the staff. This study considers the following research questions:  
Question 1:  What are the relationships between perceived organizational support, 
organizational citizenship behavior, and perceived performance in Crime Scene Investigation 
units of the Turkish National Police? 
Question 2: Does perceived organizational support have an effect on organizational 
citizenship behavior in Crime Scene Investigation units of the Turkish National Police? 
Question 3: Does organizational citizenship behavior have an effect on perceived 
performance of Crime Scene Investigators in the Turkish National Police? 
Question 4: Does perceived organizational support have an effect on perceived 
performance of Crime Scene Investigators in the Turkish National Police? 
Question 5: Does organizational citizenship behavior mediate the relationship between 
perceived organizational support and perceived performance? 
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1.5 Significance of the Study 
For a successful crime scene investigation, the behavior of the investigators is very 
important. The effects of officers’ behaviors on a successful criminal investigation have not been 
investigated seriously so far, particularly in Turkey.  
In the literature, empirical OCB studies have mainly concentrated on employee, task, and 
organizational characteristics, along with leadership behavior as reasons for OCB. Earlier studies 
in the literature focused mainly on employee attitudes and support from leaders (Podsakoff et al., 
2000). However these earlier OCB studies did not examine together in one study concepts such 
as employee attitudes and support from leadership; they were examined separately in different 
studies. This study organizes most of these concepts such as leadership support, leaders’ 
characteristics, leader behavior, and organizational characteristics into the concept of 
―organizational support‖ and examines these concepts as a whole.  
OCB and other similar behaviors have been the subject of many studies in various areas 
and disciplines, such as human resource management, marketing, hospital and health 
administration, community psychology, industrial and labor law, strategic management, 
international management, military psychology, economics, and leadership (Podsakoff et al., 
2000). However, there is no detailed and satisfactory research in the law enforcement area in 
terms of OCB and similar behaviors. 
Most of the studies used job satisfaction as a mediating factor between OCB and 
performance. This study doesn’t use job satisfaction as a mediating factor, because well-
performing staff are not necessarily more satisfied or vice versa (Podsakoff et al., 2000). 
OCB refers to the discretionary behaviors of employees in the organizations. These 
behaviors are not evaluated in the reward system of organizations. It is assumed in the related 
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literature that POS has an effect on OCB and PP, and OCB has effects on PP. Thus, these 
concepts are very important for organizations to reach their objectives and goals. This study 
makes a contribution to the OCB literature by investigating the effects of POS on OCB and PP 
within CSI units of the TNP. 
In OCB research until now, surveys developed to measure this type of behavior were 
conducted with supervisors to get their opinions and perceptions about their employees. 
However, supervisors’ expectations and evaluations may differ considerably from the job 
requirement, and supervisors may have a bias against their employees (Organ, Podsakoff, & 
MacKenzie, 2006). Therefore, this study solicits the employees’ perceptions about their OCBs 
rather than the perceptions of the supervisors. 
The most discussed problem among investigators of the TNP is investigators’ behavioral 
problems at work and how the problems affect their performance (Veysel Kunt, personal 
interview,  August 20, 2010). Organizational support is one of the most important reasons 
mentioned for these problems (Fatih Kolay, personal interview, July 29, 2010). This study 
mainly focuses on these three concepts in the CSI units of the TNP. Therefore, this study is very 
important since it will enable us to see the problems of CSI units in the TNP in detail and make a 
contribution to the related literature by studying in a different country and a different 
organization from other studies. 
1.6 Design of the Study 
There are five chapters in this study. Chapter One is the introduction of the study, which 
consists of the problem statement, research questions, proposal of the study, significance of the 
study, and definitions of the concepts. Chapter Two reviews the related literature and the 
theoretical framework of the study. Chapter Three provides detailed information about the 
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methodology of the study. Chapter Four is the findings section, which analyzes the data collected 
by the way of the designed survey. Chapter Five covers discussions, limitations, policy 
implications, and the conclusion of the study. 
1.7 Conclusion 
 Globalization and technological developments are changing society. Like everything in 
society,  people experience changes in the crime issue. Type of crimes and criminals are 
changing. Therefore, strategies for policing must also change to fight against crime and 
criminals. Crime scene investigation is a very important part of policing in this struggle. In order 
to have good policing, police organizations must understand and solve their own problems first. 
Therefore, this study intends to understand the organizational problems of CSI units in the 
Turkish National Police. Since the most discussed problem is investigators’ behavioral problems 
in the work environment and performance problems as the result of this (Veysel Kunt, personal 
interview, August 20, 2010), and since organizational support is one of the most important 
reasons for these problems (Fatih Kolay, personal interview, July 29, 2010), this study mainly 
focuses on these three concepts in the research areas of CSI units of the TNP. Therefore, this 
study has importance, because it enables to understand the problems of CSI units in the TNP. 
This study also makes a contribution to the related literature by employing a new approach 
which investigates both reasons and results of OCB and by studying in a different country and 
about a different organization from other studies.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL 
FRAMEWORK 
 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter reviews the related literature and theories that guided this research. The 
literature review is organized under Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Organizational 
Support, and Perceived Performance, and the relationships among them. This study examined the 
relationship between OS, OCB, and PP in CSI units of the TNP, and the collected information 
from the related literature helped and guided this study. 
Many variables result in OCB and were examined in various studies. OCB has very 
important outcomes for the organization, which is why OCB should be investigated and 
understood to develop strategies to foster OCB among employees. Since one of the most 
discussed problems among officers in the TNP is the lack of support from the organization, the 
frame of this study has been limited by OS as the antecedent of OCB. 
2.2 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Reasons and outcomes of Organizational Citizenship Behavior have been the subject of 
many studies for almost the last three decades (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The phrase 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior was first used by Dennis Organ and his colleagues in their 
studies in 1983 (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Organ developed this phrase based on Chester Barnard’s 
(1938) phrase of willingness for cooperation and Daniel Katz’s (1964) phrase of behaviors that  
are innovative and spontaneous. In fact, Daniel Katz’s study became a basis for almost all the 
OCB studies so far. It is possible to say that there is no OCB research that was not influenced by 
Katz (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  
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According to Katz and Kahn (1996), organizations require three main qualities of 
members in order to be effective. First of all, members must be sympathetic and must keep 
people in the organization. Second, members in the organization must show positive behaviors 
and meet the minimal qualitative and quantitative criteria. And third, the people in the 
organization must perform more than what is required by their role and work to fulfill the 
organizational duties and goal. Within the definition of the OCB, it can be seen that these 
qualities are the actual components of OCB.  
There are approximately thirty different types of OCB in the literature (Podsakoff et al., 
2000); however they are organized into five main groups: (1) altruism, (2) generalized 
compliance (which is also discussed as ―conscientiousness‖ in the literature), (3) civic virtue, (4) 
sportsmanship, and (5) courtesy (Organ, 1988). Altruism is the willingness to help other people 
with organizational problems and duties (Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). 
Conscientiousness expresses people’s acceptance and adoption of organizational rules more than 
is required in the organization. This behavior results in meticulous adherence of the staff in 
obeying the rules even when nobody is watching or inspecting them (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990; Smith et al., 1983). In this study courtesy implies the behavior that is 
used to prevent organizational problems from happening (Podsakoff et al., 1990). Sportsmanship 
is the behavior of tolerating unsatisfactory circumstances and inconveniences without grumbling 
(Organ, 1988). Civic virtue addresses the employees’ concerns about organizational affairs, such 
as eagerness to join the governance actively, tracking threats and opportunities, and doing extra 
tasks for the organization’s best interest (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 
2000; Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999). Moreover, OCB of employees may 
increase the appeal of the job and may enable organizations to hire more skillful and well 
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educated people in this way, so that the performance of the organization will be more stable 
(Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). 
2.3 Perceived Organizational Support 
Antecedents and consequences of OS have been studied for a long time to understand the 
rationale behind employee behaviors in organizations. Research in this area has supported the 
assumption that OS has a positive effect on employees’ positive mood (Anand, Vidyarthi, Liden, 
& Rousseau, 2010) and high level performance. This statement helped to set up one part of the 
research model that was tested in this study.  
OS has many antecedents and consequences in organizations. When we look at the 
antecedents of OS, fairness takes first place in the research. Fairness can be defined in the 
shortest form as fair treatment among employees. This phrase covers the way of distributing 
resources among the staff (Greenberg, 1990). Another antecedent of organizational support is 
supervisor support. It is very important for employees’ well-being to be cared about and for them 
to be valued for their contributions. They form and develop their behaviors according to this in 
their work environment (Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988). The reasons for this situation are, first, 
that supervisors represent the organization in employees’ view and, second, supervisors have the 
authority to evaluate employees’ situations, behaviors, and contributions. Therefore, support 
from supervisors means support from the organization in the subordinates’ view (Eisenberger, 
Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). Job conditions and organizational rewards are also 
antecedents of OS. In this context, studies mainly focused on recognition, role stressors (role 
ambiguity, role conflict, and role overload), promotions, autonomy, pay, training, organization 
size, and job security (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).  
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POS has also important outcomes for organizations. Performance, job satisfaction, 
positive moods (George & Brief, 1992), organizational commitment, job involvement 
(Eisenberger, Rhoades, & Cameron, 1999), peace in the work environment (Viswesvaran, 
Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999), and desire to remain in the job (Witt, 1991) are the most outstanding 
outcomes that are also frequently pointed out in the literature. 
POS is important because it has very important work-related outcomes. According to the 
literature, POS has a relationship in the positive direction with affective (emotional) 
organizational commitment (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997), job performance (Eisenberger et al., 
1986), willingness to help coworkers (Wayne et al., 1997), and worrying about organizational 
matters (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990). On the other hand and beneficially for 
the organization, POS has a negative relationship with employees’ intention of turnover 
(Eisenberger et al., 1990) and tendency to be absent without authorization (Wayne et al., 1997). 
2.4 Perceived Individual Performance 
XiaoHu Wang (2010) defined performance as ―products, accomplishments, results, 
impacts or achievements‖ (p. 3). Performance, which is a part of this study, means individual 
performance, and it has many definitions in different studies. The main point of individual 
performance stated in all these definitions is positive behaviors of employees. For example, it is 
defined by Williams and Anderson as employees’ achievement level in their responsibilities and 
duties assigned in the work (1991) and by Campbell as attitudes or behaviors of employees 
related to the organization’s objectives and success (1990).  
The concept of performance has two subcategories: task and contextual performance 
(Motowidlo & Borman, 1997). Even though these terms look similar, they are literally different 
concepts. Task performance is the effectiveness of employees while they are conducting their 
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assigned duties or routine job (Motowidlo & Borman, 1997). These are similar to the definition 
of role performance that was focused on in this study. On the other hand, contextual performance 
comprises the behaviors of performing extra contributions in favor of the organization when not 
directly obliged to do so out of eagerness to help coworkers, obeying and not questioning 
organizational rules and regulations, and diligence (Motowidlo & Borman, 1997). Contextual 
performance, thus, is the same as OCB, which is the main topic of this study.  The difference 
between these two concepts is that contextual behaviors are similar in almost all job conditions, 
but tasks may change depending on the specific job.  
Contextual performance concerns willingness and discretion-based behaviors, but task 
performance concerns requirement-based behaviors in the work environment (Johnson, 2001). 
Even though these two concepts are different, research shows that they are highly correlated. 
Some of the researchers have mentioned that employees who exhibit high levels of task 
performance show high levels of contextual performance. Therefore, it is obvious that these are 
two different concepts but that they are related (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). 
This study specifically focused on task performance, which in role-performance research 
is viewed as an indicator of officers’ perceived performance, because officers in CSI units in the 
TNP are performing task-based jobs. They are not dealing with policy development and 
administrative duties, except for a few supervisors and police majors. 
2.5 Synthesis of Previous Studies 
In the literature, factors resulting in OCB have been classified into two main groups, 
individual and situational. Individual factors, such as perceived organizational support, job 
satisfaction, fairness, and organizational commitment, can also be classified as attitudinal 
variables. These are also employee characteristics which result in OCB.  The situational factors 
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can be seen in the literature as the characteristics of the organization, such as organizational 
formalization and flexibility, leadership, and organizational support and other similar concepts. 
Many studies revealed the relationship between employee characteristics and OCB. 
These studies showed a significant relationship with OCB between characteristics such as 
satisfaction, employees’ perception of leadership support, fairness perception, organizational 
commitment, conscientiousness, and agreeableness (Bateman & Organ, 1983; O'Reilly & 
Chatman, 1986; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Smith et al., 1983). There is also a study that shows a 
relationship between unconcern to rewards and OCB, but professional orientation, knowledge, 
ability, training, and employees’ need for independence have no relationship with OCB 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996a). This study also found out the relationship between 
OCB and employees’ perceptions of their role, such as role conflict and ambiguity, and showed 
that both of the role perceptions have significant negative relationships to OCB (Podsakoff et al., 
1996a).  
Some early studies (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1995;  Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 
1996b; Podsakoff, MacKenzie et al., 1993) focused on task characteristics, such as satisfying 
nature of task, task feedback, and task routinization as the determinants of OCB. According to 
these studies, there is a significant relationship between task characteristics and OCB. These 
studies also showed that there is a positive relationship between satisfying tasks, task feedback, 
and OCB, but the relationship between task routinization and OCB is negative. Therefore it can 
be concluded that it is very important to examine job characteristics  as the antecedent of OCB 
(Podsakoff et al., 2000). 
Another antecedent of OCB focused on in the literature is the characteristics of the 
organization. The characteristics of the organization can be considered as environmental 
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variables. Interestingly, organizational inflexibility and formalization, staff and advisory support, 
and spatial distance from the leader or supervisor are shown in some studies to have no 
relationship with OCB. Yet, perceived support and group cohesiveness have a significant 
relationship with OCB (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998; Podsakoff et al., 1996a; Settoon, 
Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne et al., 1997). 
Leadership behavior is another focal point as an antecedent of OCB in the literature. 
Leadership has been divided into two categories: transactional leadership and transformational 
leadership. Transactional leadership behavior contains punishment and reward; transformational 
leadership covers the behaviors of intellectual stimulation, articulating a vision, providing a good 
model, supporting the goals of group, and so on. These studies showed that there is a statistically 
significant relationship between transformational leadership behavior and OCB. This is true also 
for transactional leadership behavior (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 
1996a; Podsakoff et al., 1996b; Podsakoff et al., 1990). 
All the early studies about OCB showed that there is a strong relationship between OCB 
and task characteristics, attitudes in the work environment, leadership style, and organizational 
characteristics. In particular, the variables that can be considered in the context of organizational 
support, such as perception of fairness and leadership behavior and support, are significantly 
positively related to OCB (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Kouzes, Posner, & Peters, 1987; Organ, 
1988; Smith et al., 1983; Smith, 2003). 
Even though most of the early research was limited in its examination of reasons for 
OCB, some of the recent studies have focused on the results of OCB. These recent studies can be 
divided into two groups. The first group focused on the OCB issue as the managerial criteria of 
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employees’ performance. The second group mentions OCB as the reason for performance and 
success in the organization. 
The literature shows that OCB is used as a criterion in performance evaluations in 
organizations (Blau, 1986; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1973). Employees’ OCB has an effect on 
managerial performance evaluations, and there are several reasons why managers take it into 
account when evaluating their performance. As mentioned earlier, people in the organization 
tend to be on good terms with those who help them and do them a favor. This situation is 
mentioned in the reciprocity theory, and in another study this is also called the elementary form 
of social behaviors. Hence, OCB provides a mutually beneficial effect between administrators 
who evaluate employees’ performance and employees. This may result in a better performance 
evaluation for employees. 
Managers generally look for distinctive behaviors of employees when evaluating their 
performance. Therefore, even though OCB is not a necessary criterion to evaluate performance, 
most managers consider it as a performance criterion and use it, since it is a distinctive behavior. 
Moreover, OCB is performed on a voluntary basis rather than on a mandatory basis. This 
behavior is performed despite the fact that is not mandatory, and so OCB results in appreciation 
among managers and this appreciation results in higher-level performance evaluations (DeNisi, 
Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984).  
The second group of OCB outcome studies that focus on the effect of OCB on 
performance and effectiveness shows that people who have OCB exhibit higher levels of 
performance (Karambayya, 1990). The literature shows that there is a relationship between OCB 
and performance (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Walz & Niehoff, 2000, Wang, 
2010).  
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2.6 Theoretical Perspectives and Conceptual Framework 
This study was conceptually and theoretically guided principally by two theories, social 
exchange theory and organizational support theory. These theories point out relationships 
between organizations and their members. Assumptions of these theories were hypothesized in 
this study and these assumptions were tested in CSI units of the Turkish National Police. The 
following sections give details about the theories used in this study.  
2.6.1 Social Exchange Theory (SET) 
This study explains the relationships among POS, OCB, and PP in the context of Social 
Exchange and Organizational Support theories. Social Exchange Theory (SET) suggests that 
individuals feel obligated to reciprocate in some way when others treat them well or reward 
them. This concept is also called the ―norm of reciprocity.‖ This is a kind of cycle that occurs 
when the organization treats employees well; then employees reciprocate in some way. SET 
stresses that it is vital to evaluate and appreciate employees’ motivation and the relationship 
between this motivation and the attainment of organizational objectives (Blau, 1964; Blau, 1986; 
Homans, 1958; Homans, 1973; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 
SET was studied not only in the sociology and social psychology areas but also in 
economics. It can even be said that concepts related to social exchange were borrowed from 
economics (Emerson, 1976). The phrase ―social exchange,‖ which is used in today’s studies, is 
actually a combination of definitions and explanations, and it was built on by many scholars in 
their studies. Important scholars (Blau, 1964, 1986; Homans, 1958, 1973; Thibaut & Kelley, 
1959) have made serious contributions to this concept, and these contributions strengthened the 
―exchange‖ perspective in the literature. SET is actually a frame of various references rather than 
a theory. Social exchange was then distinguished from economic exchange. Blau (1964) was one 
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of those early scholars who differentiated it from economics. From Blau’s (1964) perspective, 
social exchange refers to processes that have two sides, reciprocally rewarding and mutually 
dependent. 
SET assumptions basically describe the elements affecting employees’ behavior and 
attitudes on the job (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). This theory is referred to most often as an 
important theory used to explain the relationships among POS, OCB, and Perceived Performance 
in the related literature. SET states that people develop relationships with each other to increase 
the benefits by the greatest amount (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003). This theory’s main 
assumption is that when employees are treated well and rewarded they develop a feeling of 
obligation to respond to this treatment in the same way.  In other words, if an organization acts in 
a good manner and is supportive toward individuals working for it, those individuals respond in 
the same way toward the organization (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Settoon et al., 1996). The 
meaning of good treatment by the organization is rewarding employees, being respectful of their 
thoughts and values, and acting in a kindly manner (Brown & Leigh, 1996; Netemeyer, Boles, 
McKee, & McMurrian, 1997).  
Employees’ responding in the same way means that individuals who are working in the 
organization value the good treatment from the organization and they respond to this by 
developing good behaviors, starting to serve, and performing better in the organization. This 
circular system is called social exchange in the organizations. Empirical studies proved the 
existence of this reciprocation. For example, Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, and 
Rhoades (2001) studied POS and its results, such as role performance, in the organization, which 
is also an interest area of this study. They found that there is a positive relationship between 
perceived organizational support and individuals’ in the organization developing a feeling of 
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obligation toward the organization. This development of a feeling of obligation results in 
employees’ caring for the organization, which is the indicator of OCB, and better task 
performance, which is part of role performance examined in this study. Furthermore, empirical 
studies also showed that OCB plays an important role in the mutual social exchange process 
(Podsakoff et al., 2000), which was also hypothesized by many scholars in their studies (Graen & 
Scandura, 1987; Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997). 
2.6.2 Organizational Support Theory (OST) 
It is seen in the literature that early POS studies first started with the evaluation of the 
relationship between supervisors and employees. Employees have socio-emotional needs, and 
the most important source to fulfill these needs is the organization through its control of salary, 
working hours, respect, medical benefits, care, and so on. Providing all these sources results in a 
feeling of attachment, respect, and the approval of the employees in the organization. An 
organization’s positive valuation shows that employees who demonstrate increased performance 
will be appreciated and rewarded. As a result employees share the organizational goals and 
values and get involved in actions in favor of their organizations (Eisenberger et al., 2001; 
Eisenberger et al., 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Shore & Shore, 
1995) 
OST can be considered as a sub-component of SET. This theory assumes that employees 
adjust their behaviors according to the resources that they receive from the organization. 
Employees perform better in favor of the organization in which they work to the extent that they 
perceive that the organization is ready to help them and fulfill their socio-emotional needs. 
According to OS theory, employees develop some beliefs to understand whether the 
organization cares about their contributions and their well-being. Employees also try to 
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understand whether the organization is ready to reward employees’ hard work and to fulfill their 
social and psychological needs (Eisenberger et al., 1986). OS theory suggests that POS imposes 
a sense of obligation on employees, and this sense results in employee consideration about 
organizational well-being and organizational goals (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). POS also 
meets employees’ social and psychological needs and causes employees to believe that the 
organization cares about them and values their performance and effort. Empirical studies showed 
that OS is associated with job satisfaction, positive mood of employees, which is the indicator of 
OCB, commitment, performance, and lowered turnover intention (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 
2002). 
POS has also contributed to the expectations of employees for reward. According to 
OST, there is a mutual relationship between reward expectation and POS (Eisenberger et al., 
1986; Shore & Shore, 1995). POS results in the expectation by employees that they will be 
rewarded for their higher level of performance (Gaertner & Nollen, 1989). It is proved in the 
literature that there is a positive relationship between promotion, salary, recognition, and POS 
(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) 
The following hypothesized conceptual model was developed based on the theoretical 
perspective provided earlier. This model displays the relationships among POS, OCB, and 
individual PP. This model seeks to explain the effects of OS on PP directly and through OCB. It 
is both theoretically and practically very important to understand the structure of the 
relationships among these variables. 
This conceptual model covers three latent construct: POS, OCB, and PP. These are the 
variables of this study, and this study was developed to investigate the relationships among them. 
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The following conceptual model was developed to elucidate the relationships among the above-
mentioned variables.  
The literature states that POS has a positive effect on OCB and PP, and that OCB has a 
positive effect on PP. Even though it was not proved statistically, some scholars stated that 
demographic variables may have an effect on PP. This study conceptualized these latent 
constructs and relationships by the way of the model in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1: Conceptual Model of POS, OCB and PP 
 
2.7 Hypothesis 
This study has four theoretically driven hypotheses pointing out relationships among 
POS, OCB, and PP. The relationship among these variables has been the subject of many studies 
in the past, and much evidence has been provided about their existence. This study tested these 
hypotheses in CSI units of the TNP. 
2.7.1 Relation between POS and OCB 
The norm of reciprocity at the same time also points out the relationship between OS and 
OCB. As a response to the OS, the feeling of obligation also results in job commitment, job 
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satisfaction, and positive moods. This is simply an exchange system between the organization 
and employees and may be called the response to the caring by caring (Levinston, 1965; Foa & 
Foa, 1980). 
Positive moods are extra role behaviors, which are actually elements of OCB. According 
to Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988), positive mood is a ―feelings of enthusiasm, excitement, 
and alertness‖ (p. 2). Positive mood may lead to extra role behaviors, such as helping coworkers, 
caring about the organization, acting to keep the organization away from risk, providing positive 
suggestions to support development, and obtaining practical and theoretical information for the 
benefit of the organization, which are also indicators of OCB.   
POS also results in feelings of adequacy and importance, and so these feelings result in a 
positive mood (George & Brief, 1992). This feeling of adequacy and importance of employees is 
related to interest in the job. Therefore, OS may increase the employees’ interests in the job by 
increasing the feelings and perceptions of adequacy and importance. These increased feelings 
and perceptions will result in not only extra-role behaviors, which are OCB, but also high level 
performance (Eisenberger et al., 1999). 
POS also affects OCB by valuing employees’ work and effort and watching over their 
welfare. Organizations displaying this kind of behavior may encourage creative thinking and 
eagerness to help among employees (George & Brief, 1992).  
In order to test the relationship between the Perceived Organizational Support and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior, the following hypothesis was developed. 
H1: Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior of officers in Crime Scene Investigation units. 
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2.7.2 Relation between OCB and Perceived Performance 
The literature states that there is a positive relationship between OCB and PP (Wang, 
2010). OCB has effects on employee performance in organizations for many aspects. For 
instance, from the altruism aspect, employees who have OCB help others around them and in 
this way they become more productive more quickly than expected. This willingness to help will 
also result in the maintenance of the group by increasing group spirit and morale among 
members.  On the civic virtue side, the employees always care about the organization, think 
about its problems and develop suggestions, and convey all these to their managers to increase 
the organization’s effectiveness. The courtesy aspect of OCB results in trying to avoid causing 
problems and helping their managers avoid getting into trouble.  
When the staff deal with the problems and help each other against the problems related to 
work, managers will have more time and the chance to deal with important tasks that will result 
in high performance and success. Furthermore, this will result in less conflict among groups and 
individuals, and so the organization will not need to spend time and energy for conflict 
resolution. On the other hand, if employees have OCB, they do not need to be constantly 
monitored and supervised, enabling managers to spend time on more important tasks. This is the 
conscientiousness side of the issue. Sportsmanship will result in less complaining, and this will 
also help managers spend their time on more productive tasks instead of having to deal with 
problems and complaints. Empirical studies (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997; 
Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 1994) support the above-mentioned assumptions so far and show that 
there is a relationship between OCB and performance (Podsakoff et al., 2000). 
Early research revealed that OCB has been used in the past to evaluate performance and 
effectiveness and to decide on reward allocation (Allen & Rush, 1998; Campbell, 1990; 
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Podsakoff et al., 1997; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 
2000; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993). Therefore, in order to test the 
relationship between the Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Perceived Performance, the 
following hypothesis was developed. 
H2: Organizational Citizenship Behavior is positively associated with Perceived 
Performance of police officers in CSI units. 
2.7.3 Relationship between POS and Perceived Performance 
 Research on OS showed that caring, esteem, approval, and socio-emotional benefits 
from the organization are very important for employees in an organization. These behaviors 
result in loyalty of employees to the organization. This is also the basic assumption of the ―social 
exchange theory‖ (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Benefits that come from the organization also result 
in employee obligation to pay back to the organization in the same way (Gouldner, 1960), and 
this is also the rationale behind the reciprocity theory or norm of reciprocity (Levinson, 1965). 
According to the norm of reciprocity, if employees receive many benefits, they will pay them 
back to the organization with a greater level of performance. If employees perceive support from 
the organization, such as its caring about their well-being or valuing their contribution, this will 
increases their contribution in the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). 
The positive relationship between POS and performance has been pointed out in the 
related literature (Armeli, Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Lynch, 1998; Aselage, & Eisenberger, 2003; 
Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger et al., 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986), and this relationship 
occurs in many ways. For example, POS causes awareness and employee response to the 
organization of a high level of performance. POS also fulfill employees’ socio-emotional needs 
for approval, respect, and caring, which are very important to increase the contribution of 
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employees. This fulfillment also results in a feeling of obligation of employees to return with a 
higher level of performance to their organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). POS affects the 
employees’ performance positively by fulfilling the need of employees for esteem by valuing 
their performance and accomplishments. It also fulfills the need for affiliation by giving the 
feeling to employees that the organization cares about them and they are precious to the 
organization. POS also implies to employees that the organization is ready to help them in any 
matters anywhere and anytime, and it sends the message that they are valued, which fulfills 
employees’ socio-emotional and social approval needs (Armeli et al., 1998). 
Therefore, in order to test the relationship between Perceived Organizational Support and 
Perceived Performance, the following hypothesis was developed. 
H3: Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with Perceived 
Performance of officers in CSI units. 
POS has an indirect effect on performance, which means there are some mediating 
factors between POS and performance. POS results in positive moods among employees, such as 
the desire to help each other and caring about organizational problems. These are indicators of 
OCB, which have effects on performance. Therefore, it can be seen that positive moods that are 
also elements of OCB can mediate the relationship between POS and its outcomes (Anand et al, 
2010; George & Brief, 1992; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
H4: OCB has a mediating affect between OS and the performance of officers in CSI units. 
2.7 Conclusion 
In this literature review chapter, the theoretical framework and hypotheses that guided 
this study were presented. Theoretically, when employees feel themselves supported and cared 
for by the organization for which they work, they develop a feeling of obligation and they are 
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more involved in actions and behaviors that profit their organizations. These behaviors have 
effects also on both individual and organizational performance. In the public sector, this may 
result in more effectiveness, service quality, and satisfaction of both employees and citizens. 
The literature suggests that providing an environment at work that consists of all the 
variables mentioned earlier is very important for organizational success. It is believed by many 
scholars that there are many elements affecting OCB, such as participatory management, job 
satisfaction, and leadership and organizational support. OCB also has effects on other concepts 
such as performance. OCB has many types and these types of OCB have direct and indirect 
effects on performance.  
This chapter provided a literature review and investigated theories such as SET and OST. 
All the hypotheses were developed in the light of this literature review and these theories. This 
study may provide a different perspective because it is directed at a different country and 
organization from previous studies. Chapter Three explains the methodology followed in this 
study to investigate the relationship among latent variables. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Introduction 
The first goal of this study is to investigate the relationship between OS and OCB. This 
relationship was hypothesized and proved by many empirical studies, and this study tested this 
theory among CS investigators of the TNP. The second goal of this study is to see the 
relationship between OCB and Perceived Performance of CS investigators in the TNP. There are 
so many studies that support this relationship and assume that performance is one of the most 
important outcomes of OCB, and this study tests these assumptions among CS investigators of 
the TNP. Finally, this study shows the relationship between OS and Perceived Performance in 
CSI units of the TNP to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses. 
A survey was conducted among CSI units of the TNP. There are approximately 3,000 
CSI officers in the TNP (Fatih Kolay, personal interview, September 10, 2010), and 405 of those 
officers responded to the survey. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to analyze the 
survey results. 
This chapter explains the methodology followed in this study to investigate the 
relationship among POS, OCB, and PP. The chapter provides detailed explanations about 1) 
operationalization of the study variables, 2) sampling, 3) power analysis and sample size 
justification, 4) data collection, 5) survey instruments and reliability, and 6) statistical analysis. 
To measure the study variables, reliable and validated scales that already existed in the literature 
were used, and a 5-point Likert scale was used in the survey instrument (see Appendix A). 
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3.2 Operationalizations of Study Variables  
In this study there are two exogenous and one endogenous variables. Organizational 
support and Organizational Citizenship Behavior are the endogenous variables, and Performance 
is the exogenous variables. Table 1 lists the definitions of the operational variables. 
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Table 1: Operational Definitions of Variables 
VARIABLE 
ATTRIBUTE 
OPERATIONAL 
MEASUREMENT/ 
DEFINITION Latent  Dimensions 
Perceived 
Organizational 
Support 
Organization’s care about employees’ opinions  
Exogenous 
Participants were 
asked about their 
perceptions of their 
organizations 
Organization’s care about employees’ well-being 
Organization’s consideration about employees’ goals and 
values 
Help from the organization to employees when needed 
Forgiveness of the organization for honest mistakes 
Organization’s taking advantage of the employee 
Organization’s concerns for the employee 
Help of the organization for special favors 
Organizational 
Citizenship 
Behavior 
Help for others who have been absent 
Exogenous 
Participants were 
asked how they 
behave in their work 
environment 
Helps for others who have heavy workloads 
Support for a co-worker with a personal problem 
Fair treatment of others 
Going out of the way to help new employees 
Talking to other workers before taking actions that might affect 
them 
Praising co-workers when they are successful 
Keeping abreast of changes in the organization 
Persisting in overcoming obstacles to complete a task 
Taking the initiative to solve a work problem 
Defending the organization if others criticize it 
Promoting the company’s products and/or services 
Paying close attention to important details 
Exercising personal discipline and self-control 
 
 
Perceived 
Performance 
Adequately completing assigned duties 
 
Endogenous 
 
Participants were 
asked about their 
perceptions  on their 
performance in the 
unit 
Engaging in activities that will directly affect his or her 
performance evaluation 
Failing to perform essential duties 
Fulfilling responsibilities specified in the job description 
Meeting formal performance requirements of the job 
Neglecting aspects of the job he or she is obliged to perform 
Performing tasks that are expected of him or her 
Control 
Variables 
Age 
 
Control Variables 
are specifically 
demographic 
information of the 
participants 
Gender 
Rank 
Unit Size 
Tenure 
Education 
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3.2.1 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
After development of the first five-dimensional OCB structure  (Organ, 1988), there is a 
new reorganized structure in Williams and Anderson’s (1991) study. In this reorganized 
structure, there are two types of OCB, and these types are organized by considering the 
objectives of the behaviors. The first type of OCB is the result of behaviors that have effects 
particularly on individuals in the organization. This is consistent with the altruism type of OCB 
that was defined by Organ (1988). The willingness to help other employees in the organization is 
a sample behavior in this category. The other type of OCB is the result of behaviors that have an 
effect on the overall organization. In this category, accordance with organizational policies and 
procedures and being meticulous in coming to work on time can be good examples. This is also 
consistent with Organ’s definition of conscientiousness.  
Moreover, some dimensions of Organ’s OCB structure (1988) were criticized in some 
studies. For example Niehoff mentioned that altruism and courtesy in Organ’s structure allude to 
a more regulatory situation while ignoring internal (voluntary) incentives (Niehoff, 2004). 
Actually this issue was solved in the Williams and Anderson’s (1991) study as their structure 
mainly focused on the objectives of the behavior. 
In this study, Williams and Anderson’s (1991) OCB structure was used to measure OCB 
in CSI units of the TNP, because as mentioned above this structure mostly focuses on the 
objective of the behavior and this study focused on the objective of OCB at least in terms of 
Organizational Support. A 5-point Likert scale was developed for the 14-item OCB scale (see 
Table 1). Items were derived from existing studies in the literature and adjusted for this study. 
Table 2 shows the survey instrument that was used to obtain data about OCB in CSI units 
of the TNP. 
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Table 2: Survey instrument of OCB 
ITEMS Always Often Sometimes Rarely 
Never / 
Almost 
Never 
I help others who have been absent.           
I help others who have heavy workloads.           
I support a co-worker with a personal 
problem. 
          
I treat others fairly. 
  
      
I go out of my way to help new 
employees. 
          
I talk to other workers before taking 
actions that might affect them. 
          
I praise co-workers when they are 
successful. 
          
I keep abreast of changes in the 
organization. 
          
I persist in overcoming obstacles to 
complete a task. 
          
I take the initiative to solve a work 
problem. 
          
I defend the organization if others criticize 
it. 
          
I promote the company’s products and/or 
services. 
          
I pay close attention to important details.           
I exercise personal discipline and self-
control. 
          
 
3.2.2 Perceived Organizational Support 
POS was measured by an 8-item POS scale. The scale was derived from the Survey of 
POS developed in the study of Eisenberger and his colleagues (1986) (see Table 1). The scale 
was adjusted and a 5-point Likert scale was developed for this study. Items were selected from 
the source article according to factor loading scores. Items with the highest scores were derived 
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and adjusted for this study. These items were also used in various different studies. Therefore, 
these items have no validity and reliability issues for measuring the latent construct of POS. 
Table 3 shows the survey instrument that was used to collect data about POS. 
Table 3: Survey instrument of POS 
ITEMS 
Strongly 
agree 
Agree 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
My organization really cares about my 
well-being.           
My organization strongly considers my 
goals and values.           
My organization shows concern for me. 
          
My organization cares about my opinions. 
          
My organization is willing to help me if I 
need a special favor.           
Help is available from my organization 
when I have a problem.           
My organization would forgive an honest 
mistake on my part.           
My organization would not take advantage 
of me, even if given the opportunity.           
 
3.2.3 Perceived Performance 
To measure the perceived performance of CSI units’ members of the TNP a 7-item scale 
was used which was derived from the study of Williams and Anderson (1991) (see Table 1). 
Items were adjusted and a 5-point Likert scale was developed for this study. These items have 
the highest factor loading scores in the source article and they have been used previously in 
many studies. The literature has evidence about the reliability and validly of these items to 
measure the latent construct of PP. Table 4 shows the survey instrument that was used to collect 
data about PP. 
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Table 4: Survey instrument of PP 
 ITEMS 
Strongly 
agree 
Agree 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
I adequately complete assigned duties. 
          
I engage in activities that will directly 
affect my performance evaluation.           
I successfully perform essential duties. 
          
I fulfill responsibilities specified in my job 
description.           
I meet formal performance requirements 
of the job.           
I never neglect any aspects of the job I am 
obliged to perform.           
I perform tasks that are expected of me. 
          
 
3.2.4 Control Variables 
The literature shows that demographic characteristics may have an effect on 
organizational outcomes (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). For instance, even though only a few 
studies showed a gender difference in OCB between men and women, it is assumed in some 
studies that women may have a higher performance level than men (Williams, Pitre, & Zainuba, 
2002). Therefore, in order to understand other factors affecting PP apart from POS and to 
minimize the possible adverse statistical impact, this study also measured some demographic 
variables as control variables. It is seen in the literature that the most common demographic 
variables in OCB and performance studies are age, gender, rank, education, organizational size, 
and years of service in the unit (tenure). Table 5 shows the survey instrument that was used to 
collect data about demographic information as control variables. 
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Table 5: Survey instruments about control variables 
What is the highest degree you completed? 
[  ] High school 
[  ] Two-year college 
[  ] Bachelor of Arts/Science 
[  ] Master of Arts/Science 
[  ] Ph.D.    
What is your rank? 
[  ] Police Officer 
[  ] Deputy Lieutenant 
[  ] Lieutenant 
[  ] Captain 
[  ] Major and higher 
How long have you been working in TNP? 
[  ] 5 years and fewer 
[  ] 6-10 years 
[  ] 11-15 years 
[  ] 16-20 years 
[  ] 21 years and higher 
What is your age? 
[  ] 25 years old and younger 
[  ] 26-30 years old 
[  ] 31-35 years old 
[  ] 36-40 years old 
[  ] 41 years old and older 
What is your gender? 
[  ] Male 
[  ] Female 
How many people work in the unit in which you work? (size of the unit) 
[  ] < 15 
[  ] 16 – 25 
[  ] 26 – 35 
[  ] 36 – 45 
[  ] > 45  
 
3.3 Sampling 
 The unit of analysis of this study consists of active police investigators working in CSI 
units of the TNP. There are about 3,000 investigators working in the 81 provinces of Turkey 
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(Fatih Kolay, personal interview, September 10, 2010).  Sampling included all these 3,000 
investigators appointed to 81 provinces of Turkey. All these investigators were encouraged to 
participate in the survey, and 405 of them responded to the survey from different cities. The size 
of the targeted population of this study was the 3,000 active investigators working CSI units of 
TNP; therefore 341 or above is a large enough sample size with a confidence level of .95 and 
margin of error level of .05. The survey was delivered to all 3,000 officers, since the response 
rate could have been lower than 50%. This size distribution made it possible to get responses 
from various different regions of Turkey and provide diversity for the study (Rubin & Babbie, 
2010). 
3.4 Power Analysis and Sample Size Justification 
When the null hypothesis is actually false, the probability of rejecting it is the power of 
the study (Trochim & Donnelly, 2001). The intended alpha level of this study is 0.05 to ensure 
the confidence interval of 95%. Conducting power analysis and sample size calculations is an 
important aspect of research, because if calculations and analysis are not conducted, the sample 
size may be higher or lower than it needs to be. There are many arguments and assumptions 
about the required sample size for research. It is seen in the literature that for an SEM model, 200 
is considered an adequate sample size (Boomsma & Hoogland, 2001). From another perspective, 
in order to achieve a reliable sample size, it is claimed that each parameter should have ten 
respondents (Kline, 2010). However some scholars argue that five respondents are enough for 
each parameter for SEM (Bentler & Chou, 1987). 
Considering the assumption that five respondents for each of the parameters are enough 
for SEM, the sample size is the number of parameter in the model multiplied by 5. Therefore, 
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since this study has 60 parameters, at least 300 subjects were required to provide adequate power 
for the analysis. 
3.5 Data Collection 
The survey was self-administered and it was used to measure variables in the study. It 
was submitted to a web site (www.surveymonkey.com), which served as a means for conducting 
the survey. An email was send to all investigators by the way of an existing discussion group for 
officers who work in CSI units of the TNP. This email provided information about the study and 
the link through which they could reach the survey questions. This email also contained 
information explaining the importance of the study for consideration of the personnel well-being 
in CSI units of the TNP, and all personnel were strongly encouraged to participate in the survey. 
Some of the investigators asked for a hard copy of the survey since they had limited access to the 
Internet. They were provided survey forms as hard copy, and after filling out the survey forms 
they mailed them to me. These forms were converted into digital format later. These participants 
were also provided with information about the study and survey as were the other participants 
who participated from the website.   
3.6 Survey Instruments and Reliability 
It is very important to measure a survey’s reliability, and there are many methods to do 
so. The plan was to use a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient score, since it is the most common one in 
measuring reliability of the surveys, especially those having ordinal data. This measurement 
method mainly shows that a survey can provide consistent results at different times, no matter 
when it is conducted (Cronbach, 1951). 
The literature also states that the alpha level must be positive (+) and that it commonly is 
higher than 0.7. In this case the survey instrument can ensure internal consistency reliability. 
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Consequently, for this study, the reliability analysis criteria was planned to be at least at the 0.7 
level (Morgan, 2004). 
There were four sections in the survey. They are section of demographic data, questions 
about OCB, questions about POS, and question about PP. The demographic data section contains 
mainly the control variables of the study, which are age, gender, rank, size of the unit, year in 
service, and education level. For this part of the survey, the data do not meet the criteria for the 
Cronbach’s alpha measures since it has a continuous scale. 
The age of the investigators was divided into five categories: 25 years old and younger,  
between 26 and 30 years old, between 31 and 35 years old, between 36 and 40 years old, and 41 
years and older. Education level was also divided into five categories. In this part, participants 
were asked the highest education level that they completed. The categories were high school, 
two-year college, Bachelor of Arts or Science, Master of Arts or Science, and Ph.D. degrees.  
Rank of the investigators was also divided into five categories: police officer, deputy lieutenant, 
lieutenant, captain, major and higher. Year in service was measured according to the years 
investigators worked in the TNP: 5 years or less, between 6 and 10 years, between 11 and 15 
years, between 16 and 20 years, and 21 years and more. The size of the unit was also divided into 
five categories according to the number of investigators working in the unit: 15 or fewer, 
between 16 and 25, between 26 and 35, between 36 and 45, and 45 and higher. 
The OCB section of the survey contained 14 questions as the indicators of OCB. These 
questions were derived by Williams and Anderson (1991) from the existing measures in the 
literature. In this section of the survey, participants were asked about their behaviors in the job 
environment. Williams and Anderson conducted this survey on MBA students who were also 
full-time employees in different organizations. The number of the participant employees was 461 
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and the reliability scores for their study were above the threshold of 0.7. Thus, this survey was 
used to measure OCB in CSI units of the TNP. 
The performance section of the survey contains 7 questions. In this section participants 
were asked how they perform on the job. These questions were also developed by Williams and 
Anderson (1991) and the reliability score for this survey is .91. Therefore, this survey was 
selected to use in this study to measure performance. 
In the POS section of the survey, there were 8 questions. These questions were developed 
by Eisenberger and his colleagues (1986) and derived from an existing POS scale. In their study 
there were 361 respondents from different private companies, and the reliability score 
(Cronbach’s alpha) was .97 for this survey. Therefore this survey was preferred for this study.  
3.7 Statistical Analysis 
In this part of the study, descriptive statistics, correlations, Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
and Structural Equation Modeling is discussed. 
3.7.1 Descriptive Statistics 
In order to conduct descriptive analysis, frequency tables were formed for all three study 
variables. This enabled the researcher to evaluate and interpret data in the survey in terms of 
distributional characteristics. In addition, a correlation matrix was established in order to see the 
relationship among indicators of the variables and control variables and to test for 
multicollinearity. Multicollinearity occurs when variables are highly correlated with each other. 
The correlation between variables must be less than .90. If it is .90 or higher between variables it 
means that those variables are correlated with each other at a very high level. This is called a 
multicollinearity and is not an acceptable situation (Kline, 2010). A Spearman Rho correlation 
test was conducted to see and overcome the multicollinearity issue. 
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3.7.2 Correlations 
 In order to examine the relationships among indicators of variables and control variables 
to see whether there is multicollinearity, the analysis of correlation was conducted. As explained 
above, the criterion for multicollinearity is a correlation coefficient value of 0.9 or higher (Kline, 
2010). If the correlation coefficient value between two indicators of the variable or two control 
variables is higher than 0.9, indicating multicollinearity, one of those indicators of the variable 
must be removed since they are both measuring the same thing. Since the data are ordinal in this 
study, the Spearman test, the most suitable method for analyzing correlation for these kinds of 
data, was used. The significance level is accepted as .05; thus correlations among the indicators 
of variables that have p value lower than .05 are accepted as statistically significant. 
3.7.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a good way to validate measurement models of 
latent variables, and so in the study this analysis was used. It is not possible to measure and study 
latent variables directly; therefore, it is necessary to develop a measurement model for the latent 
variables by using visible indicators (Byrne, 2006). There were three latent variables in this 
study. One of them is endogenous and two of them are exogenous variables. The following 
section describes the development of the measurement models of the latent constructs of this 
study. 
3.7.3.1 Development of OCB Measurement Model 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior is one of the exogenous variables in the study. This 
latent variable was measured by an OCB questionnaire, which consists of 14 indicator questions 
(see Figure 2). The OCB construct was developed by Williams and Anderson (1991) to cover 
both organizational and individual elements of OCB (see Appendix A). Indicators from the 
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measurement model of OCB were derived from various studies. All these indicators reflect a 
different aspect of OCB. This OCB latent construct was used previously and evidence was 
provided about its validity and reliability (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Van Dyne, Graham, & 
Dienesch, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991). Figure 2 
illustrates the measurement model of OCB developed based on the literature. 
 
Figure 2: Organizational Citizenship Behavior Measurement Model 
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3.7.3.2 Development of POS Measurement Model 
The second exogenous variable is Perceived Organizational Support. As was mentioned 
in earlier sections, this latent variable was measured by the POS questionnaire, which consists of 
7 questions (see Figure 3 and Appendix A).  
 
Figure 3: Perceived Organizational Support Measurement Model 
 
This latent construct was developed to measure and see the investigators’ perceptions 
about organizational support. In order to measure this concept 8 items, which are also the POS 
survey questions, were selected from the POS scale. This scale was developed by Eisenberger 
and his colleagues (1986) (see Table 1 and Appendix A). These eight items were selected among 
28 items since they had been used previously in different related studies. The studies proved that 
these items have a higher relationship with the OCB latent construct than others. Furthermore, 
validity and reliability of this POS scale was already proved (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Wayne et 
al., 1997). These indicators factor loading scores that  show a significant relationship in the 
source article from .66 to .84. By using these indicators, this study tested the reliability and 
validity again by using the POS measurement model. 
45 
 
3.7.3.3 Development of PP Measurement Model 
The endogenous variable of this study, which is perceived performance, was measured by 
the  PP questionnaire that consists of 7 questions (see Figure 4).  
 
 
Figure 4: Perceived Individual Performance Measurement Model 
 
The measurement model of PP was developed to measure and see perceptions of 
investigators working in CSI units of the TNP about their individual performance at work. Seven 
indicators were selected among many from the study of Williams and Anderson (1991) to 
develop this measurement model, since they were used in several studies and had high factor 
loading scores that showed the highest relationship with the PP latent construct. Validity and 
reliability of this model was proved by previous studies (Williams & Anderson, 1991). After 
conducting CFA, scores showed that all the indicators are significant and the model is valid. 
Figure 4 illustrated the measurement model of the latent construct of PP. 
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3.7.3.4 Conducting the CFA and Goodness of Fit Analysis  
In the study, various steps were used to develop and validate the best measurement 
model. In the first step, the study variables were evaluated individually. In this step, 
appropriateness of the indicators with the latent variables was examined separately for all 
variables. In order to examine appropriateness, first it was necessary to check each indicator of 
the latent variables to see whether it is significant or not at the determined confidence level. In 
order to see this, the standardized regression weight’s critical ratio of each of the indicators was 
used as the criterion. In order to be able to say that indicators are significant, this critical ratio 
should not be between 1.96 and -1.96 in the confidence level of 0.95 and the margin of error 
level of .05. In other words, it should be -1.96 or lower or +1.96 or higher at the mentioned level 
of confidence. After that, indicators that were not significant were removed from the 
measurement model in the study to increase its validity (Byrne, 2006; Wan, 2002).  
In order to understand whether the indicators of the variables are appropriate or not, we 
can also use the criterion of the parameter estimate’s size. In this way, we use the standardized 
regression weight and it enables us to see how appropriate the indicators are with the latent 
variables. Here, the factor loading levels are important. Low factor loading levels show low 
appropriateness of the indicator with the latent variable. Therefore, indicators that have relatively 
low factor loading levels were removed from the model and this helped to increase the 
measurement model’s validity level (Byrne, 2006; Wan, 2002). Some related studies stated that 
the factor loading level must be higher than .3 (Chin, 1998; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & 
Tatham, 1998). This is the minimum level for an indicator to be significant in that latent 
construct. Therefore, indicators having factor loading scores lower than .3 were removed from 
the measurement models of the latent constructs of the study. 
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The next step is the evaluation of overall model fit. This step is undertaken to understand 
whether the measurement model is appropriate for the data that we use for the study. In order to 
conduct this evaluation, statistics of goodness of fit (GoF) were used, and to get these statistics 
the Amos Ver.16.0 software was used. Chi-square (  ) was one of the GoF statistics used in 
this study since it is commonly used in the literature. In order to be able to say that the model fits 
the data, the Chi-square’s probability value must be higher than 0.05. Besides, the ratio value 
which we provide by dividing degrees of freedom by Chi-square must be less than 4. After that, 
it can be concluded that the model fits the data at a reasonable level (Kline, 2010).  
Table 6 shows the indexes and criteria that were used in this study to measure validity. 
The measurement model was developed and validated according to goodness-of-fit statistics 
described in this table. 
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Table 6: Goodness of Fit Index and Cut-off Values 
Index  Shorthand Cut-off Criteria Author  
Chi-square  
χ2 Smaller the better 
Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003); 
Wan (2002); Garson (2009)  
Chi-square associated p 
value  P ≥ .05 
Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003); 
Wan (2002); Garson (2009)  
Chi-square / Degree of 
Freedom  χ2 / df ≤ 2 ≤ 3 ≤ 4 
Ullman (2001); Wan (2002); 
Kline (2010)  
Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation  
RMSEA 
≤ .05; good 
 
 
.05<value≤ .08; acceptable 
 
Browne and Cudeck (1993); 
Wan (2002); Schumacker and 
Lomax (2004); Garson (2009);  
 
Wan (2002); Schermelleh-Engel 
et al. (2003) 
Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation 
associated p value  
PCLOSE ≥ .05 Garson (2009)  
Tucker-Lewis Index TLI 
.90 ≤ value < .95; acceptable 
 
≥ .95 ; good 
Hoe (2008);  
 
Hu and Bentler (1999); 
Schumacker and Lomax (2004) 
Comparative Fit Index  CFI 
.90 ≤ value < .95; acceptable 
≥ .95 ; good 
Hu and Bentler (1999); 
Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, 
& King (2006)  
Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual  
SRMR 
≤ .05; good 
 
.05 < value ≤ .08; acceptable 
Garson (2009); Wan (2002);  
 
Hu and Bentler (1999); 
Thompson (2004) 
Hoelter's Critical N  
Hoelter 
Index 
75 ≤ value < 200; acceptable 
 
≥ 200 ; good 
Wan (2002); Garson (2009);  
 
Garson (2009) 
 
In the third step, the modification index was examined. This index is provided by the 
Amos software and it provides error terms. By removing error from the model, model fit level 
and validity were enhanced (Wan, 2002). 
3.7.3 Structural Equation Modeling 
The exogenous, endogenous, and control variables’ models of measurement form the 
Structural Equation Model (SEM) of the study (see Figure 5). This model helps to examine the 
structural relationship among those variables. According to the related literature, Organizational 
Support has a positive effect on both OCB and performance. Additionally, OCB has a positive 
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effect on performance. OCB mediates the relationship between Organizational Support and 
performance. The SEM also includes the control variables of the study, which are necessary to 
see the relevant and irrelevant agents and provide further comprehension of the relationships 
among variables. 
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Figure 5: Structural Equation Model of the Study 
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3.8 Human Subjects 
This study focuses on the CSI units of TNP. The survey was conducted in order to collect 
data from individuals who are investigators in CSI units of the TNP. Therefore, evaluation and 
approval was requested from and provided by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) before 
delivery of the survey (see Appendix B). Participation was voluntary, and all the human subjects 
were provided proper information about the survey. Since participation is voluntary, this study 
does not contain any risks in terms of participants’ rights and interests. Survey questions will not 
be shared and used except for this study. Confidentiality was the major principle of this study, 
and the survey did not contain any questions about the participants’ identity. 
3.9 Conclusion 
In this chapter the methodology of the study was presented with details. Reliability and 
validity methods and criteria were provided. This study is intended to analyze relationships 
among POS, OCB, and PP in CSI units of the TNP. These concepts were operationalized by 
indicators derived from the related literature. The survey was prepared, which include statements 
representing indicators of the latent constructs of the study. This survey was delivered to all 
investigators in CSI units of the TNP and 405 of them responded to the survey. This number of 
respondents is enough for reliability according to the results of the reliability analysis. Before 
conducting this survey, the IRB approval had been provided, since there would be human 
subjects in the study.  Statistical analysis, scores, hypothesis testing, key findings, and 
interpretations will be provided in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter analyzes the data that were collected by means of the survey administered to 
CSI officers of the TNP. The first part of this chapter presents descriptive statistics collected in a 
frequency table established to analyze all variables of the study separately. In order to establish 
the table, distributional properties of the survey data were identified. A correlation matrix is 
important to observe the relationships among control variables and indicators and to check the 
multicollinearity issue, so all latent variables were subjected to this analysis separately to better 
see these issues. 
Next a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. This is a very important analysis used 
to build a measurement model for variables and to validate it. Cronbach’s alpha scores were 
evaluated to show the validity of the measurement models. After validation of the measurement 
models, a generic model for the SEM was built. In order to do this, all the validated variables 
were bought together in one model. To get the best-fitting model, this generic model was revised 
by evaluating the scores in the modification indices table. Finally the chapter discusses and 
analyzes all hypotheses by evaluating results of the SEM.   
4.2 Descriptive Analysis 
The data that were collected by way of the survey are now explained in detail. The survey 
was conducted in the CSI units of the TNP. There are 81 provinces in Turkey, and all provinces 
have CSI units. In total, there are 3,000 trained investigators working in these units throughout 
Turkey. The web-based survey reached most of these investigators via the email network among 
CSI members. Since some of investigators in some provinces have limited Internet access, they 
preferred to participate in the paper-based survey and thus filled out hard-copy survey forms. 
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They then sent those filled-out forms to me and I converted them to digital format by using MS 
Excel software. The survey had 405 respondents out of 3,000 investigators, coming from 64 
provinces out of 81. Most of the survey forms were totally completed. Some of them had missing 
values, but since the missing values represented less than 20% of any one survey, they weren’t 
eliminated. Mode scores for each item were obtained by using SPSS software and were used in 
place of the missing values for that particular item. This enabled the study to use all 405 
responses in the data set without any loss. Table 7 shows the distribution of respondents in all 
provinces of Turkey. 
Table 7: Distribution of Participants 
# Province 
Number of 
participants 
Percentage of 
participants 
1 Adana 4 1.0 
2 Adıyaman  7 1.7 
3 Afyonkarahisar  4 1.0 
4 Ağrı 11 2.7 
5 Aksaray 7 2.7 
6 Amasya  0 0.0 
7 Ankara  38 7.4 
8 Antalya  13 3.2 
9 Ardahan  4 1.0 
10 Artvin 4 1.0 
11 Aydın  7 1.7 
12 Balıkesir  4 1.0 
13 Bartın  5 1.2 
14 Batman  0 0.0 
15 Bayburt  7 1.7 
16 Bilecik  5 1.2 
17 Bingöl  0 0.0 
18 Bitlis  3 0.7 
19 Bolu 0 0.0 
20 Burdur  4 1.0 
21 Bursa  3 0.7 
22 Çanakkale  7 4.4 
23 Çankırı 7 1.7 
24 Çorum  3 0.7 
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# Province 
Number of 
participants 
Percentage of 
participants 
25 Denizli 4 1.0 
26 Diyarbakır  5 1.2 
27 Düzce 5 1.2 
28 Edirne  2 0.5 
29 Elazığ 4 1.0 
30 Erzincan 5 1.2 
31 Erzurum 4 1.0 
32 Eskişehir 5 1.2 
33 Gaziantep 0 0.0 
34 Giresun  3 0.7 
35 Gümüşhane  2 0.5 
36 Hakkâri  0 0.0 
37 Hatay 5 1.2 
38 Iğdır  4 1.0 
39 Isparta  0 0.0 
40 İstanbul  16 1.5 
41 İzmir  50 8.9 
42 Kahramanmaraş  9 3.5 
43 Karabük  7 3.5 
44 Karaman  0 0.0 
45 Kars  4 1.0 
46 Kastamonu  4 1.0 
47 Kayseri  7 1.7 
48 Kilis 4 1.0 
49 Kırıkkale  5 1.2 
50 Kırklareli  0 0.0 
51 Kırşehir  3 0.7 
52 Kocaeli  0 0.0 
53 Konya  4 1.0 
54 Kütahya  3 0.7 
55 Malatya  4 1.0 
56 Manisa 9 2.2 
57 Mardin 5 1.2 
58 Mersin  4 1.0 
59 Muğla  3 0.7 
60 Muş 4 1.0 
61 Nevşehir  3 0.7 
62 Niğde  3 0.7 
63 Ordu  0 0.0 
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# Province 
Number of 
participants 
Percentage of 
participants 
64 Osmaniye  0 0.0 
65 Rize 0 0.0 
66 Sakarya  4 1.0 
67 Samsun  0 0.0 
68 Şanlıurfa  5 1.2 
69 Siirt 3 0.7 
70 Sinop 0 0.0 
71 Şırnak 4 1.0 
72 Sivas 0 0.0 
73 Tekirdağ 7 2.5 
74 Tokat 6 1.5 
75 Trabzon 4 1.0 
76 Tunceli  7 1.7 
77 Uşak  4 1.0 
78 Van  0 0.0 
79 Yalova  4 1.0 
80 Yozgat  4 1.0 
81 Zonguldak  7 2.2 
 
TOTAL 405 100 
 
4.2.1 Control Variables 
In this study, control variables represent mainly the demographic qualities of the respondents, 
as they are stipulated in the literature to affect the other variables. Age, gender, tenure, education 
level, rank, and size of the unit are the control variables used in this study. They are all thought to 
have effects on perceived individual performance, which is the exogenous variable of this study. 
Table 8 shows descriptive statistics of this study’s control variables. 
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Table 8: Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Control Variables 
Variable # Attributes Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
% 
Education 1 High school                       11 2.7 2.7 
What is the highest 
degree you 
completed? 
2 Two-year college  146 36.0 38.8 
3 Bachelor of Arts/Science   224 55.3 94.1 
4 Master of Arts/Science  18 4.4 98.5 
5 Ph.D 6 1.5 100.0 
Rank 1 Police Officer             297 73.3 73.3 
What is your rank? 2 Deputy Lieutenant 29 7.2 80.5 
3 Lieutenant  11 2.7 83.2 
4 Captain 8 2.0 85.2 
5 Major and higher 60 14.8 100.0 
Tenure 1 5 years or fewer 37 9.1 9.1 
How long have you 
been working in the 
CSI unit of TNP? 
2 6-10 years 33 8.1 17.3 
3 11-15 years 192 47.4 64.7 
4 16-20 years 124 30.6 95.3 
5 21 years and higher 19 4.7 100.0 
Age 1 25 years old and younger 3 .7 .7 
What is your age? 2 26-30 years old 36 8.9 9.6 
3 31-35 years old 76 18.8 28.4 
4 36-40 years old 223 55.1 83.5 
5 41 years old and older 67 16.5 100.0 
Gender 1 Male 390 96.3 96.3 
What is your gender? 2 Female 15 3.7 100.0 
Unit size 1 15 or fewer 201 49.6 49.6 
How many people 
work in the unit in 
which you work? 
2 between 16 and 25  42 10.4 60.0 
3 between 26 and 35  24 5.9 65.9 
4 between 36 and 45  16 4.0 69.9 
5 45 and higher 122 30.1 100.0 
 
The survey was delivered to all 3,000 investigators working in CSI units of the TNP all 
around Turkey, and there were 405 responses. According to the results, while only 11 (2.7%) of 
the participants graduated from high school as their highest education level, 146 respondents 
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graduated from a two-year college and 224 of them completed four years of higher education at a 
university and had their Bachelor of Science or Bachelor of Arts degrees. Cumulatively, it is 
seen that 91.4% of participants were in those two groups. It is important to stress the education 
level of investigators working in CSI units in the TNP. Investigators are selected to work in CSI 
units as a result of a written and oral examination. This examination enables the TNP to select 
the most qualified officers among takers of this examination. Since they are mostly better 
educated than others, officers having attended college and having earned bachelor’s degrees have 
more chance of passing this examination than those with less education. Therefore, in general 
most of the investigators in these units have a higher level of education than officers in the rest of 
the TNP. Having graduate degrees especially in related areas is also encouraged for CSI unit 
members, but this is voluntary, not obligatory. Some of the investigators had the chance to get 
graduate degrees from different universities and departments, and as is seen in Table 8, 5.9% of 
the participants had graduate degrees. 
The second control variable of the study is rank. Police officers represent 297 
respondents or 73.3% of the total. The rank of police officer is the lowest rank in the hierarchical 
order of the TNP.  Police officers have no rank and they don’t have decision-making or 
managerial duties. The remaining respondents were ranked officers, representing 26.7% of the 
participants. This is an expected result for the distribution of ranks of participants because this 
distribution also represents the current distribution of the ranks in the TNP. 
The third control variable of this study is tenure. The participants were asked about the 
number of years they had worked in the TNP CSI units. Participants answered this question in 
five categories: 5 or fewer years, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 15 years, 16 to 20 years, and 21 years and 
higher. According to the results, the largest group of investigators worked in the unit for between 
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11 and 15 years. The number of investigators in this group is 192 and they represent the 47.4% 
of respondents. Thus, it can be interpreted that participants’ experience level in the unit is high. 
The next largest group of investigators worked in CSI units for between 16 and 20 years. The 
number of investigators in this group is 124 and they represent 30.6% of all respondents. Only 
9.1% of respondents reported that they worked in CSI units 5 years or fewer, and 8.1% of 
investigators worked between 6 and 10 years. The group of investigators working in CSI units 
for more than 20 years is the smallest one at 4.7% of all the respondents. 
The fourth control variable is age. Participants were asked about their age, and they 
answered in five categories: 25 years old and younger, 26–30 years old, 31–35 years old, 36–40 
years old, and 41 years and older. The largest group of investigators in this variable is 
investigators between 36 and 40 years old. In this group there are 223 investigators and they 
represent 55.1% of respondents. The next largest group is investigators between 31 and 35 years. 
There are 76 investigators in this group and they represent 18.8% of all respondents. Other age 
groups represent 26.1% of all respondents. 
The fifth control variable is gender. Most participants in the study are male. This is an 
expected result by considering the gender distribution in the TNP. The number of male 
participants is 390 or 96.3% of all respondents. The number of female participants is 15 or 3.7%. 
The sixth and final control variable is unit size. Participants were asked about the number 
of investigators working in their unit. Answers were categorized in five groups: 15 or fewer, 
between 16 and 25, between 26 and 35, between 36 and 45, and 45 and higher. The majority of 
respondents work in units that have fewer than 15 officers. The number of investigators in this 
category is 201 or 49.6%. Therefore, it can be said that most of the investigators work in small 
units. Interestingly, 122 of the respondents work in large units—those with more than 45 people. 
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This group of investigators represents 30.15% of all respondents. Investigators from other size 
units represent 20.3% of all respondents. 
4.2.2 Exogenous Variables 
 This study analyzed the effects of Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior on performance. This study also investigated the mediating 
effect of Organizational Citizenship Behavior on the relationship between POS and performance. 
Therefore, this study has two exogenous variables, which will be investigated in this section. 
4.2.2.1 Perceived Organizational Support 
 The first exogenous variable in this study is POS. POS is designed to measure 
perceptions of investigators about the organization’s care for them. This variable is measured by 
8 indicators and a 5-item Likert scale. Items in this Likert scale are strongly agree, agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree. The 8 indicators represents different dimensions 
of organizational support, and participants were asked about their perceptions about the extent to 
which they agreed or disagreed that they received support from the organization. The indicators 
are organizational care about employees well being, organizational considerations for employees 
goals, organizational concern for employees, organizational care for employees’ opinions, 
organizational help if needed, organizational help for personal problems, organizational 
forgiveness for honest mistakes, and organizational goodwill toward employees. Table 9 
illustrates the distribution of responses among these indicators. 
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Table 9: The Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Items of POS 
Indicators # Attributes Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
percent 
My organization 
really cares about 
my well-being. 
1 Strongly agree 30 7.4 7.4 
2 Agree 115 28.4 35.8 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 146 36.0 71.9 
4 Disagree 72 17.8 89.6 
5 Strongly disagree 42 10.4 100.0 
My organization 
strongly considers 
my goals and 
values. 
1 Strongly agree 19 4.7 4.7 
2 Agree 113 27.9 32.6 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 160 39.5 72.1 
4 Disagree 81 20.0 92.1 
5 Strongly disagree 32 7.9 100.0 
My organization 
shows concern for 
me. 
1 Strongly agree 23 5.7 5.7 
2 Agree 80 19.8 25.4 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 182 44.9 70.4 
4 Disagree 90 22.2 92.6 
5 Strongly disagree 30 7.4 100.0 
My organization 
cares about my 
opinions. 
1 Strongly agree 19 4.7 4.7 
2 Agree 119 29.4 34.1 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 174 43.0 77.0 
4 Disagree 65 16.0 93.1 
5 Strongly disagree 28 6.9 100.0 
My organization is 
willing to help me if 
I need a special 
favor. 
1 Strongly agree 30 7.4 7.4 
2 Agree 88 21.7 29.1 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 176 43.5 72.6 
4 Disagree 81 20.0 92.6 
5 Strongly disagree 30 7.4 100.0 
Help is available 
from my 
organization when I 
have a problem. 
1 Strongly agree 34 8.4 8.4 
2 Agree 123 30.4 38.8 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 168 41.5 80.2 
4 Disagree 57 14.1 94.3 
5 Strongly disagree 23 5.7 100.0 
My organization 
would forgive an 
honest mistake on 
my part. 
1 Strongly agree 28 6.9 6.9 
2 Agree 116 28.6 35.6 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 139 34.3 69.9 
4 Disagree 86 21.2 91.1 
5 Strongly disagree 36 8.9 100.0 
My organization 
would not take 
advantage of me, 
even if given the 
opportunity. 
1 Strongly agree 40 9.9 9.9 
2 Agree 178 44.0 53.8 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 111 27.4 81.2 
4 Disagree 62 15.3 96.5 
5 Strongly disagree 14 3.5 100.0 
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The table shows that the great majority of respondents neither agrees nor disagrees about 
organizational support. These indicators measure the perception of the respondents; therefore, 
apparently they perceive that organizational support is at the middle level. In their perception the 
organization is not very supportive but it is not unsupportive either. For the first indicator, which 
represents organizational care for investigators’ well-being, the percent of participants who 
responded as neither agree nor disagree is 36%. In cumulative percent, the respondents who 
strongly agree, agree, and neither agree nor disagree represent 71.9% of all respondents in this 
indicator. Respondents who disagree or strongly disagree represent just 17% of all respondents. 
Therefore it can be interpreted that most of the investigators think that the organization cares 
about their well-being.  
The second indicator shows the organization’s consideration for investigators’ goals and 
values. The response was one hundred sixty participants or 40% of all participants for neither 
agree nor disagree. The cumulative percent of responses of strongly agree, agree, and neither 
agree nor disagree is 72.1%; only 27.9% of responses are disagree and strongly disagree, so 
investigators’ perceptions about organizational consideration for their goals and values are 
positive. 
The third indicator of POS is about organizational concern for investigators. The number 
of responses for neither agree nor disagree is 182 and the percentage is 44.9%. Cumulatively, 
70.4% of the participants responded strongly agree, agree, or neither agree nor disagree, and 
29.6% of responses were disagree or strongly disagree. Therefore, the perception of the 
investigators about this indicator can be considered as positive.  
The fourth indicator refers to organizational care about investigators’ opinions. The 
number of responses for neither agree nor disagree is 174 or 43%, and again this is the largest 
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group of respondents. The cumulative percentage of responses for strongly agree, agree, or 
neither agree nor disagree, which may be considered as positive, is 77%. Other respondents who 
responded as disagree or strongly disagree are again in the minority with a percentage for these 
responses of 24.9% in total. 
The other indicator of POS is the availability of help for employees from the organization 
in case of need for a favor. The number of the most frequent response, which is neither agree nor 
disagree, is 176, and this number represents 43.5% of all responses. The second most frequent 
response is agree, and the number of this response is 88, which represent 21.7% of all 
respondents. Numbers of responses of strongly agree and strongly disagree are the same, which 
is 30. They each represent 7.4% of all responses. 
The sixth indicator asks participants about their perception of help from the organization 
in case of a problem. The number of responses of neither agree nor disagree is 168, and this 
number represents 41.5% of all respondents. The response group of strongly agree represents 
8.4%, agree 30.4%, disagree 14.1%, and strongly disagree 5.7%. 
The next indicator refers organizational forgiveness for honest mistakes of investigators. 
Again, the largest response group is neither agree nor disagree, and this response group 
represents 34.3% of all responses. The second largest response group is agree, whose number is 
116 or 28.6%. There are 28 participants or 6.9% who responded strongly agree. The respondent 
group of disagree is 81 participants or 21.2%. The number of participants for strongly disagree is 
36 or 8.9%. 
The final indicator of POS asks investigators their perceptions as to whether they agree 
that the organization would not take advantage of investigators, even if given the opportunity. 
Unlike other indicators of POS, in this one the largest response group is agree whose number is 
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178 or 44%. Neither agree nor disagree is the second response group in this indicator with 111 or 
27.4% responses. The answer group of strongly agree represents 9.9%, disagree 15.3%, and 
strongly disagree 3.5%. 
Consequently, it can be interpreted that investigators working in CSI units of the TNP 
have positive perceptions about organizational support coming from the TNP. 
4.2.2.2 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
OCB is the second exogenous variable of this study. As stated earlier, OCB refers to the 
discretionary behaviors of employees for the benefit of the organization (Organ, 1988). This 
latent construct was designed to measure investigators’ discretionary behaviors for the benefit of 
the TNP. In order to measure OCB, a scale with 14 items was developed based on the related 
literature. A 5-point Likert scale was used to measure each item in the OCB scale as in the POS 
scale previously. All items in the scale represent different dimensions of OCB. Table 10 
illustrates distributions of items of OCB. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10: The Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Items of OCB 
Indicator   Attribute Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
% 
I help others who have 
been absent. 
1 Always 124 30.6 30.6 
2 Often 160 39.5 70.1 
3 Sometimes 96 23.7 93.8 
4 Rarely 20 4.9 98.8 
5 Never / Almost never 5 1.2 100.0 
I help others who have 
heavy workloads. 
1 Always 154 38.0 38.0 
2 Often 166 41.0 79.0 
3 Sometimes 77 19.0 98.0 
4 Rarely 7 1.7 99.8 
5 Never / Almost never 1 .2 100.0 
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Indicator   Attribute Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
% 
I support a co-worker with 
a personal problem. 
1 Always 165 40.7 40.7 
2 Often 145 35.8 76.5 
3 Sometimes 85 21.0 97.5 
4 Rarely 8 2.0 99.5 
5 Never / Almost never 2 .5 100.0 
I treat other fairly. 1 Always 273 67.4 67.4 
2 Often 117 28.9 96.3 
3 Sometimes 10 2.5 98.8 
4 Rarely 5 1.2 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100 
I go out of my way to help 
new employees. 
1 Always 285 70.4 70.4 
2 Often 105 25.9 96.3 
3 Sometimes 13 3.2 99.5 
4 Rarely 2 .5 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100.0 
I talk to other workers 
before taking actions that 
might affect them. 
1 Always 195 48.1 48.1 
2 Often 153 37.8 85.9 
3 Sometimes 48 11.9 97.8 
4 Rarely 9 2.2 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100.0 
I praise co-workers when 
they are successful. 
1 Always 326 80.5 80.5 
2 Often 69 17.0 97.5 
3 Sometimes 9 2.2 99.8 
4 Rarely 1 .2 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100.0 
I keep abreast of changes in 
the organization. 
1 Always 219 54.1 54.1 
2 Often 157 38.8 92.8 
3 Sometimes 23 5.7 98.5 
4 Rarely 5 1.2 99.8 
5 Never / Almost never 1 .2 100.0 
I persist in overcoming 
obstacles to complete a 
task. 
1 Always 263 64.9 64.9 
2 Often 127 31.4 96.3 
3 Sometimes 12 3.0 99.3 
4 Rarely 3 .7 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100.0 
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Indicator   Attribute Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
% 
I take the initiative to solve 
a work problem. 
1 Always 320 79.0 79.0 
2 Often 79 19.5 98.5 
3 Sometimes 4 1.0 99.5 
4 Rarely 1 .2 99.8 
5 Never / Almost never 1 .2 100.0 
 
I defend the organization if 
others criticize it.  
1 Always 236 58.3 58.3 
2 Often 119 29.4 87.7 
3 Sometimes 41 10.1 97.8 
4 Rarely 7 1.7 99.5 
5 Never / Almost never 2 .5 100.0 
I promote the company’s 
products and/or services.  
1 Always 222 54.8 54.8 
2 Often 127 31.4 86.2 
3 Sometimes 41 10.1 96.3 
4 Rarely 11 2.7 99.0 
5 Never / Almost never 4 1.0 100.0 
I pay close attention to 
important details.  
1 Always 284 70.1 70.1 
2 Often 112 27.7 97.8 
3 Sometimes 6 1.5 99.3 
4 Rarely 2 .5 99.8 
5 Never / Almost never 1 .2 100.0 
I exercise personal 
discipline and self-control.  
1 Always 242 59.8 59.8 
2 Often 150 37.0 96.8 
3 Sometimes 8 2.0 98.8 
4 Rarely 5 1.2 100.0 
5 Never / Almost never 0 .0 100.0 
 
The most frequent response for the variable of OCB is the response of always. The 
average number of respondents who responded as always is 238 out of 405. Only one indicator 
has respondents preferring another response. On the other hand, most of the indicators had no 
responses of never or almost never. The average number of respondents who responded never or 
almost never is 1.2 out of 405. The response of rarely is also infrequently chosen. Therefore, it 
can be interpreted that respondents think they are involved in citizenship behavior in the work 
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environment. For example, the first indicator of OCB is about helping others who are absent. 
Most of the respondents think that they often perform this behavior in the work environment. 
The number of respondents in this response group is 160 or 39.5% of all respondents. For always 
it is 124 of respondents or 30.6%. For sometimes it is 96 or 23.7% of all respondents. In total, 25 
participants or 6.1% stated that they rarely or never are involved in this kind of behavior.  
4.2.3 Endogenous Variable 
As mentioned earlier, the one purpose of this study is to understand the effects of POS and 
OCB on PP among Crime Scene Investigators in the Turkish National Police. Therefore, this 
study has one endogenous variable, Perceived Performance (PP). 
4.2.3.1 Perceived Performance 
In this part of the study, PP is examined as the endogenous variable. Perceived 
Performance (PP) refers to investigators’ perceptions about their individual performance in the 
work environment. In order to measure PP, seven indicators were derived from related studies in 
the literature. Table 11 illustrates the distribution of responses according to indicators of PP. 
 
Table 11: The Frequency and Percentage Distributions of PP 
Indicator # Attribute Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
percent 
I adequately 
complete 
assigned 
duties.  
1 Strongly agree 244 60.2 60.2 
2 Agree 151 37.3 97.5 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 9 2.2 99.8 
4 Disagree 1 .2 100.0 
5 Strongly disagree 0 .0 100.0 
I engage in 
activities that 
will directly 
affect my 
performance 
evaluation. 
1 Strongly agree 118 29.1 29.1 
2 Agree 188 46.4 75.6 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 63 15.6 91.1 
4 Disagree 29 7.2 98.3 
5 Strongly disagree 7 1.7 100.0 
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Indicator # Attribute Frequency Percent 
Cumulative 
percent 
I am 
successful in 
performing 
essential 
duties.  
1 Strongly agree 178 44.0 44.0 
2 Agree 207 51.1 95.1 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 18 4.4 99.5 
4 Disagree 1 .2 99.8 
5 Strongly disagree 1 .2 100.0 
I fulfill the 
responsibilities 
specified in 
my job 
description. 
1 Strongly agree 199 49.1 49.1 
2 Agree 188 46.4 95.6 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 17 4.2 99.8 
4 Disagree 1 .2 100.0 
5 Strongly disagree 0 .0 100.0 
I meet the 
formal 
performance 
requirements 
of the job. 
1 Strongly agree 262 64.7 64.7 
2 Agree 135 33.3 98.0 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 6 1.5 99.5 
4 Disagree 1 .2 99.8 
5 Strongly disagree 1 .2 100.0 
I never neglect 
aspects of the 
job I am 
obliged to 
perform.  
1 Strongly agree 237 58.5 58.5 
2 Agree 153 37.8 96.3 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 14 3.5 99.8 
4 Disagree 1 .2 100.0 
5 Strongly disagree 0 .0 100.0 
I perform tasks 
that are 
expected of 
me.  
1 Strongly agree 223 55.1 55.1 
2 Agree 170 42.0 97.0 
3 Neither agree nor disagree 11 2.7 99.8 
4 Disagree 1 .2 100.0 
5 Strongly disagree 0 .0 100.0 
 
As it is seen in the table, the most frequent response is strongly agree for all indicators 
except for the second one. The average number of the response of strongly agree is 209 out of 
405. Like some of the indicators of OCB, the number of responses for strongly disagree is zero 
in most of the indicators of PP. The number of responses of disagree is only one for all indicators 
except for the second indicator. The number of responses of disagree for the second indicator 
which is I engage in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation is 29, while 
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this number is one for other indicators. These are the most outstanding features of the responses 
for the variable of PP. Therefore, this can be interpreted that investigators working in CSI units 
of the TNP perceive their own individual performance to be at a high level. 
4.2.4 Correlations 
 The correlation analysis was conducted in order to examine the relationships among 
control variables of the study and indicators of the latent constructs to uncover multicollinearity, 
a very high correlation of indicators of variables. The existence of very high correlations means 
that those two highly correlated indicators are measuring and representing the same aspect of the 
latent construct and so one of them should be removed. The threshold for multicollinearity is a 
correlation coefficient score of 0.9 or above (Kline, 2010). If the correlation coefficient score 
between two indicators of variables or between two control variables is higher than .9, it means 
that there is a multicollinearity there and one of those indicators of the variable must be removed. 
Since the data are ordinal in this study, the Spearman test was used. It is accepted that the 
Spearman test is the most suitable method for analysis of correlation of these kinds of data. The 
significance level is accepted as .05; thus correlations among the indicators of variables that have 
p values lower than .05 are accepted as statistically significant. Table 12 shows the correlations 
among control variables. 
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Table 12: Correlations among Control Variables 
  
Education Rank Tenure Age Gender Size 
Education Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000      
Sig. (2-tailed) .      
N 405      
Rank Correlation 
Coefficient 
.397
**
 1.000     
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .     
N 405 405     
Tenure Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.287
**
 .130
**
 1.000    
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .009 .    
N 405 405 405    
Age Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.309
**
 -.013 .743
**
 1.000   
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .799 .000 .   
N 405 405 405 405   
Gender Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.092 -.046 -.099
*
 -
.162
**
 
1.000  
Sig. (2-tailed) .063 .353 .046 .001 .  
N 405 405 405 405 405  
Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.078 .095 .152
**
 .060 .069 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .119 .057 .002 .225 .163 . 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
 
As seen in the table, the correlation between age and tenure is highest, with a value of 
.743.  This result was expected because it is normal that the investigators who have been working 
in the TNP longer than others should also be older than the others. The lowest correlation is 
between age and rank and this correlation is also negative. This is because most of the 
investigators who have no rank are older than ranked investigators. Ranked investigators start in 
their position directly as ranked officers at the age of 22. However, officers with no rank start in 
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their position without rank and stay in this situation for a long time. According to the criterion 
accepted in this study, there are only two significant correlations in the table: between age and 
rank (negative) and between gender and rank. Table 13 illustrates the correlations among the 
indicators of POS. 
Table 13: Correlations among indicators of Perceived Organizational Support 
  POS1 POS2 POS3 POS4 POS5 POS6 POS7 POS8 
POS1 
Correlation Coefficient 1.000 
       
Sig. (2-tailed) . 
       
N 405 
       
POS2 
Correlation Coefficient .716** 1.000 
      
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
      
N 405 405 
      
POS3 
Correlation Coefficient .579** .638** 1.000 
     
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . 
     
N 405 405 405 
     
POS4 
Correlation Coefficient .583** .678** .635** 1.000 
    
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . 
    
N 405 405 405 405 
    
POS5 
Correlation Coefficient .540** .607** .672** .642** 1.000 
   
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
   
N 405 405 405 405 405 
   
POS6 
Correlation Coefficient .619** .654** .687** .687** .715** 1.000 
  
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
  
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 
  
POS7 
Correlation Coefficient .402** .487** .454** .402** .479** .492** 1.000 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 
 
POS8 
Correlation Coefficient .562** .539** .565** .516** .553** .544** .545** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
 
According to the table, all the correlations are significant between indicators and there is 
no multicollinearity issue. The highest value of the correlation is .716 between the second 
indicator and the first indicator of POS. On the other hand, the lowest correlation value is 
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between the seventh indicator and the first indicator of POS, which is .402. The seventh indicator 
also correlated with the fourth indicator at the same level. Table 14 gives details about 
correlations among the indicators of OCB. 
 
72 
 
Table 14: Correlations among indicators of Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
  OCB1 OCB2 OCB3 OCB4 OCB5 OCB6 OCB7 OCB8 OCB9 OCB10 OCB11 OCB12 OCB13 OCB14 
OCB1 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000                           
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. 
             
 
N 
405                           
OCB2 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.410** 1.000                         
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.000 . 
            
 
N 
405 405                         
OCB3 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.264** .354** 1.000                       
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.000 .000 . 
           
 
N 
405 405 405                       
OCB4 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.088 .320** .278** 1.000                     
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.078 .000 .000 . 
          
 
N 
405 405 405 405                     
OCB5 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.127* .296** .371** .324** 1.000                   
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.010 .000 .000 .000 . 
         
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405                   
OCB6 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.206** .235** .119* .260** .316** 1.000                 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .017 .000 .000 . 
        
N 405 405 405 405 405 405  
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 OCB1 OCB2 OCB3 OCB4 OCB5 OCB6 OCB7 OCB8 OCB9 OCB10 OCB11 OCB12 OCB13 OCB14 
OCB7 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.163** .231** .344** .331** .349** .213** 1.000               
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
       
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405               
OCB8 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.067 .142** .138** .220** .298** .249** .247** 1.000             
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.178 .004 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
      
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405             
OCB9 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.005 .230** .238** .248** .341** .221** .214** .319** 1.000           
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.916 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
     
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405           
OCB10 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.102* .222** .176** .266** .265** .246** .296** .371** .524** 1.000         
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.041 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
    
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405         
OCB11 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.080 .115* .245** .220** .289** .203** .232** .281** .273** .217** 1.000       
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.107 .021 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
   
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405       
OCB12 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.069 .158** .246** .119* .264** .217** .184** .164** .301** .259** .488** 1.000     
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.168 .001 .000 .016 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 . 
  
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405     
OCB13 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.122* .210** .280** .254** .363** .243** .327** .315** .399** .388** .246** .257** 1.000   
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.014 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405   
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 OCB1 OCB2 OCB3 OCB4 OCB5 OCB6 OCB7 OCB8 OCB9 OCB10 OCB11 OCB12 OCB13 OCB14 
OCB14 
 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.036 .207** .203** .214** .330** .207** .308** .433** .396** .410** .292** .198** .467** 1.000 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.464 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
 
N 
405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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The table shows that there are six correlations that are not statistically significant.  These 
correlations are between OCB4 and OCB1, OCB8 and OCB1, OCB9 and OCB1, OCB11 and 
OCB1, OCB 12 and OCB1, and OCB 14 and OCB1. All other correlations are significant. The 
highest level of correlation is between OCB12 and OCB11 with the corresponding value of .488. 
The lowest correlation is between OCB9 and OCB1. This correlation is negative and the value is 
.005. All the correlation coefficient scores are lower than .9; thus, there is no multicollinearity 
issue. Table 15 shows correlation and significance values among indicators of PP.  
 
Table 15: Correlations among indicators of Perceived Performance 
  PP1 PP2 PP3 PP4 PP5 PP6 PP7 
PP1 Correlation Coefficient 1.000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 
      
N 405             
PP2 Correlation Coefficient .333
**
 1.000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
     
N 405 405           
PP3 Correlation Coefficient .455
**
 .429
**
 1.000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . 
    
N 405 405 405         
PP4 Correlation Coefficient .540
**
 .355
**
 .535
**
 1.000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . 
   
N 405 405 405 405       
PP5 Correlation Coefficient .459
**
 .263
**
 .516
**
 .590
**
 1.000 
 
 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
  
N 405 405 405 405 405     
PP6 Correlation Coefficient .530
**
 .296
**
 .474
**
 .628
**
 .701
**
 1.000 
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405   
PP7 Correlation Coefficient .527
**
 .369
**
 .578
**
 .629
**
 .688
**
 .756
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
N 405 405 405 405 405 405 405 
 
The table shows that all the correlations are positive and significant (lower than .05). The 
highest correlation is between the indicators of PP7 and PP6, which is .756. the lowest is the one 
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between PP5 and PP2 with the corresponding score of .263. Since all the correlation coefficient 
scores are lower than .9, there is no multicollinearity issue and none of the indicators had to be 
removed from the measurement model for multicollinearity. 
4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
In this section, the Confirmatory Factor Analysis is presented. CFA is the earliest step in 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). CFA is needed to provide measurement model validation. 
The purpose of the factor analysis is to determine ―which sets of observed variables share 
common variance-covariance characteristics that define theoretical constructs or factors (latent 
variables)‖ (Shumacker & Lomax, 2004, p. 168).  
As it is stated in earlier sections, there are three stages to develop the best measurement 
model and validate it (Wan, 2002). The stages explained in the methodology section were 
followed in this study to conduct the SEM analysis. 
4.3.1 Perceived Organizational Support 
 As mentioned earlier, POS was measured by 8 indicators derived from the related 
literature. In order to measure POS, investigators working in CSI units of TNP were asked to 
what extent they feel and perceive themselves supported by the organization. Participants 
responded to indicators by showing their level of agreement or disagreement in the 5-point Likert 
scale. In order to validate the POS measurement model, CFA was conducted. Figure 6 illustrates 
the generic measurement model of POS.  
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Figure 6: Generic Measurement Model of POS 
 
In the first step of the CFA, the significance level of the factor loading should be 
evaluated. In order to conduct this, the critical ratio in a standardized regression weight was used 
as the criterion. The output of the Amos Ver.16.0 software for the CFA results revealed that 
there are no insignificant factor loadings at p ≤  .05 for the measurement model of POS. 
Additionally, critical ratio levels of standardized regression weights were all higher than +1.96. 
Next, the factor loading strength was checked. This is important in order to understand the 
relationship between the indicator and its latent variable. All the factor loadings were higher than 
the acceptance threshold, which is 0.3. Therefore, none of the indicators was removed from the 
model since they are all significant and strongly related to the latent construct of POS. 
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The next step in CFA is evaluation of the goodness-of-fit statistics. This is very important 
to improve the model fit if the best fit is not provided. To provide the best model fit, the 
modification index was checked. This is the most common method to improve the fit level of the 
model. This index will show error terms that must be correlated to reduce the X² (chi square) 
value to provide best model fit. The highest values in the table must be correlated. According to 
the scores in the table, error terms d1-d7, d1-d8, d1-d2, d2-d4, and d7-d8 were correlated 
because their correlations provided the lowest-level value of X² and the best model fit. Figure 7 
illustrates the revised model of POS. 
 
Figure 7: Revised Measurement Model of POS 
 
Criteria for goodness-of-fit statistics were discussed in the methodology section. The best 
fit model was provided according to these accepted criteria, and the goodness-of-fit scores are 
stated in Table 16. 
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Table 16: Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of POS 
Index Good fit Acceptable fit Generic Revised 
Chi-square (x²)   Low low 131.9 32.779 
Degrees of Freedom (DF) > 0 = 0 20 16 
Likelihood Ratio (x²/df)  ≤ 2 ≤ 4 6.59 2.05 
P value  ≥ .05 ≥ .01 0.000 0.1 
Root Mean Squared Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA)  
≤ .05 ≤ .08 0.118 0.05 
 
Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR) 
≤ .05 ≤ .10 0.0397 0.0216 
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)  ≥ .97 ≥ .90 0.925 0.986 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  ≥  .97 ≥. 90 0.946 0.992 
Probability (p-close)  ≥  .05 ≥ .10 0.000 0.438 
Hoelter's Critical N (CN)  > 200 > 75 97 324 
 
In the next step, the model was revised as described earlier and after the revision the best 
fit POS model was provided as is seen and compared in the table. While almost all the scores 
were higher or lower than the criteria, after the revision all the scores were within the limits of 
the criteria.  
Goodness-of-fit statistics help to accept or reject the measurement model. These statistics 
do not give information about significance, however. In order to understand significance, the 
parameter estimates must be checked. Parameter estimate scores were obtained by using the 
Amos Ver.16.0 software. Table 17 gives the significance scores.  
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Table 17: Parameter Estimates of Perceived Organizational Support 
  
Standardized 
estimate 
Unstandardized 
estimate 
C.R. P 
POS8 0.672 1.000 
   
POS7 
 
0.584 
 
0.948 12.657 *** 
 
POS6 0.848 1.266 15.012 *** 
 
POS5 0.833 1.275 14.792 *** 
 
POS4 0.800 1.163 14.29 *** 
 
POS3 0.829 1.223 14.73 *** 
 
POS2 0.785 1.184 14.036 *** 
 
POS1 0.725 1.196 13.104 *** 
 
Scores of standardized estimates are all above the accepted threshold, which is .3. Scores 
of critical ratio are also all above the threshold, which is 1.96. Therefore, it is interpreted that all 
the indicators are significantly loaded to the latent variable (factor). 
4.3.2. Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
OCB is the second exogenous construct of this study. In order to measure OCB, 
participants were asked how often they are involved in certain types of behaviors. Participants 
responded to a 5-point Likert scale in the range of always to never. The measurement model of 
OCB consists of 14 indicators, and in order to measure its validity CFA was again used. Figure 8 
illustrates the generic measurement model of OCB. 
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Figure 8: Generic Measurement Model for Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
 
In order to validate the measurement model of OCB, again the CFA was used and the 
factor loadings’ critical ratio was evaluated. The Amos Ver.16.0 software output shows that 
critical ratios of all the indicators are above 1.96, and so these are significant. Even though all the 
factor loadings are significant, the strength of the factor loadings must be checked. The accepted 
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threshold in this study is .3 and all the indicators’ corresponding factor loading scores must be 
higher than .3 in the standardized regression weight table. The indicator of OCB1 is removed 
from the model since it has low factor loading of .172. After excluding this indicator, the factor 
loading scores were checked again for the remaining indicators, and all of the remaining 
indicators had factor loadings higher than .3. Additionally, all the factor loadings’ significance 
scores were lower than .05, which shows the significance. 
The exclusion of one item whose factor loading was lower than  .3 and correlation of 
error terms provided the valid and best fit model. Parameter estimates for the revised model are 
shown in Table 18. 
Table 18: Parameter Estimates for the Revised Measurement Model of OCB 
 
Unstandardized 
estimates 
Standardized 
estimates 
Critical 
ratio 
p 
OCB2 
OCB3 
1.155 
1.372 
0.348 
0.393 
5.640 
5.916 
*** 
*** 
OCB4 1.000 0.403 
  
OCB5 1.521 0.651 7.083 *** 
OCB6 1.124 0.354 5.766 *** 
OCB7 1.113 0.557 7.226 *** 
OCB8 1.721 0.609 6.915 *** 
OCB9 1.455 0.600 6.840 *** 
OCB10 1.424 0.698 7.227 *** 
OCB11 1.346 0.415 5.775 *** 
OCB12 1.041 0.298 4.640 *** 
OCB13 1.564 0.677 7.176 *** 
OCB14 1.699 0.682 7.193 *** 
*** Regression weight is significantly different from zero at the 0.001 level (two-tailed). 
As is seen in the P column, all the scores show as significant. Additionally, all the scores 
in the standardized regression weight column are higher than .3 and in the critical ratio column 
all are above 1.96. 
To provide the best fit model, again the goodness-of-fit index was used. According to the 
above-mentioned criteria in this index, the OCB measurement model has no model fit. Some of 
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the errors must be correlated by using the scores in the modification indices. After making fifteen 
correlations among errors that had the highest scores in the modification indices, the best fit 
model was obtained. Figure 9 shows the revised measurement model of OCB with the correlated 
error terms. 
 
Figure 9: A Revised Measurement Model of OCB 
 
  Goodness of fit scores for the generic and revised models of OCB are provided 
and compared in Table 19. 
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Table 19: Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of POS 
Index Good 
fit 
Acceptable 
fit 
Generic Revised 
Chi-square (x²)   low low 357.104 63.80 
 
Degrees of Freedom (DF) 
> 0 0 77 53.00 
 
Likelihood Ratio (x²/df)  
≤ 2 ≤ 4 4.638 1.204 
P value  ≥ .05 ≥ .01 0 0.1470 
 
Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA)  
≤ .05 ≤ .08 0.095 0.0220 
 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR) 
≤ .05 ≤ .10 0.0732 0.0308 
 
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)  
≥ .97 ≥ .90 0.769 0.9880 
 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  
≥  .97 ≥. 90 0.804 0.9920 
 
Probability (p-close)  
≥  .05 ≥ .10 0 0.9970 
 
Hoelter's Critical N (CN)  
> 200 > 75 112 450.00 
 
As can be seen in the table, all the scores are higher or lower than the accepted criteria for 
the generic model. However, the model revision provided scores all within the criteria and thus 
was the best fit model.  
4.3.3 Perceived Performance 
Perceived performance (PP) is the only endogenous variable of this study. The concept of 
Perceived Performance refers to the perceptions of the investigators working in CSI units of the 
TNP about how well they perform their jobs. PP was measured by 7 indicators and participants 
responded to a 5-point Likert scale in the range from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 
Figure 10 shows the generic measurement model of PP. 
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Figure 10: The generic measurement model of PP 
 
The validity of the PP measurement model was tested by again using CFA. The output 
from Amos Ver.16.0 software shows that all the critical ratio scores are higher than 1.96 and all 
the indicators are at the significant level. The strength values of factor loadings in the 
standardized regression weights are all above the criterion value of .3. Therefore, none of the 
indicators was removed from the measurement model of PP.  
The best fit model for PP was tested by comparing generic model scores in the Amos 
Ver.16.0 model fit output with the earlier-mentioned criteria. This comparison showed that some 
of the scores did not fit with the criteria and a model revision was required. Figure 11 shows the 
revised measurement model of PP. 
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Figure 11: The Revised Measurement Model of PP  
 
The best fit PP measurement model was obtained after making four correlations between 
the pairs of e1-e4, e2-e3, e2-e6, and e3-e6 by considering the highest scores in the modification 
indices table. Table 20 shows and compares the goodness-of-fit scores for the generic and 
revised PP measurement model. 
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Table 20: Goodness-of-Fit Statistics of PP 
Index Good 
fit 
Acceptable 
fit 
Generic Revised 
Chi-square (x²)   low low 76.177 18.029 
 
Degrees of Freedom (DF) 
> 0 0 14.00 10.00 
 
Likelihood Ratio (x²/df)  
≤ 2 ≤ 4 5.441 1.803 
 
P value  
≥ .05 ≥ .01 0.000 0.054 
 
Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA)  
 
≤ .05 
 
≤ .08 
 
0.105 
 
0.045 
 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR) 
 
≤ .05 
 
≤ .10 
 
0.047 
 
0.021 
 
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)  
 
≥ .97 
 
≥ .90 
 
0.932 
 
0.988 
 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  
 
≥  .97 
 
≥. 90 
 
0.955 
 
0.994 
 
Probability (p-close)  
 
≥  .05 
 
≥ .10 
 
0.000 
 
0.562 
 
Hoelter's Critical N (CN)  
 
> 200 
 
> 75 
 
126 
 
411 
 
Table 20 reveals the difference between the generic model and the revised model. All the 
scores of the revised measurement model of PP are in between the limits of the criteria. 
Therefore, the best fit model was obtained. Table 21 shows the scores for the revised model and 
demonstrates its validity. 
Table 21: Parameter Estimates for the Revised Measurement Model of PP 
  
Standardized 
estimate 
Unstandardized 
estimate 
C.R. p 
PP1 0.620 1.000 
  PP2 0.361 0.995 6.5180 *** 
PP3 0.651 1.159 10.920 *** 
PP4 0.744 1.280 13.602 *** 
PP5 0.801 1.306 12.960 *** 
PP6 0.858 1.446 13.436 *** 
PP7 0.870 1.438 13.680 *** 
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The table shows that standardized estimate scores are all above 0.3, critical ratio scores 
are higher than 1.96, and all the indicators are significant. Consequently, the revised 
measurement model of PP is valid and fit to measure the concept of PP. 
4.4 Reliability Analysis 
Reliability analysis a very important analysis in research studies, and this is a requirement 
for a conducted survey. Reliability can be defined as the measurement quality in a study. 
Reliability analysis tells us the level of measurement consistency. This means that if the study 
were to be conducted again in different times and different settings, it would provide the same 
result. Therefore, reliability can also be defined as internal consistency. In order to conduct 
reliability analysis, SPSS software was used. The criterion that is used in this study to understand 
reliability is Cronbach’s alpha score. The score was obtained from the SPSS output separately 
for each of the latent constructs of this study. Table 22 shows the Cronbach’s alpha score of 
POS. 
Table 22: Cronbach's Alpha Scores for Latent Constructs of the Study 
  
Cronbach's 
alpha 
Number of 
items 
POS .919 8 
OCB .820 13 
PP .845 7 
 
 The accepted threshold score for reliability for this study is .7. The reliability of the 
measurement of constructs was evaluated according to this value. As is seen in the table, all the 
values of Cronbach’s alpha scores are higher than .7. For the variable of OCB, this score was 
obtained after removing the insignificant item, which is OCB1. The reliability score of OCB was 
calculated based on 13 items. 
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4.5 Structural Equation Modeling 
 This study has two exogenous and one endogenous variable, and the most important goal 
of this study was to investigate and test the relationship among these variables. In order to do so, 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), a statistical procedure employed to understand the 
relationship among variables, was used. SEM covers all the latent variables, control variables, 
and relationships among them. Figure 12 is the structural equation model of this study. 
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 Figure 12: The Generic Structural Equation Model of the Study 
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The three-step approach for the CFA was used again to validate the structural equation 
model of the study. In the first stage, the critical ratio score in the regression weights table of 
Amos Ver.16.0 output was evaluated for each of the indicators of the variables, in order to see 
the significance of the indicators. As mentioned before, the criterion for the critical ratio is that it 
be in the range of -1.96 to +1.96. This means that if the critical value of the indicator is within 
this range, it is not significant. The value must be out of this range in order to be significant. 
After checking the significance, again the strength of the factor loading was evaluated. The 
criterion score for the factor loading for this study is .3. This means that if an indicator has a 
score in the standardized regression weight table lower than .3, despite the significance 
according to the previous criterion, that indicator must be removed from the model.  
After evaluation according to these criteria, five control variables—education level, age, 
tenure, size of the unit, and gender—were removed from the model, since they are not 
significant. Additionally, the control variable of rank, which is significant according to the 
critical ratio score, was also removed since its factor loading strength is lower than .3. Therefore, 
all the control variables were removed from the model. The score which shows the relationship 
between POS and PP is not at the acceptable significance level. Therefore this relationship, 
which is hypothesized in this study, is not significant. However, this path was kept in the model 
since it was hypothesized and will be discussed in later sections. Figure 13 illustrates the revised 
structural equation model of the study. 
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Figure 13: Revised Structural Equation Model of the Study 
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After removal of all the control variables from the model, new scores were obtained from 
the Amos Ver.16.0 output. These scores showed that there is no need to correlate any error terms 
and that significance scores are now much better. Table 23 shows scores for both the generic and 
revised SEM models and compares them. 
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Table 23: Parameter Estimates for the Generic and Revised Structural Equation Model 
      
Standardized 
Estimate 
(generic) 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
(generic) 
C.R 
(generic) 
P 
(generic) 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
C.R. P 
OCB <--- POS 0.213 0.081 3.427 *** 0.214 0.08 3.43 *** 
pp <--- OCB 0.722 0.986 6.732 *** 0.764 1.071 6.793 *** 
pp <--- Rank 0.206 0.047 4.978 *** 
    
pp <--- Tenure -0.056 -0.02 -1.433 0.152 
    
pp <--- Age -0.023 -0.009 -0.579 0.563 
    
pp <--- Gender -0.007 -0.012 -0.171 0.865 
    
pp <--- Edu. -0.045 -0.022 -1.153 0.249 
    
pp <--- Size -0.03 -0.006 -0.777 0.437 
    
pp <--- POS -0.041 -0.021 -0.955 0.339 -0.072 -0.038 -1.665 0.096 
POS7 <--- POS 0.584 0.956 12.495 *** 0.583 0.956 12.488 *** 
POS6 <--- POS 0.848 1.281 14.749 *** 0.848 1.282 14.744 *** 
POS5 <--- POS 0.834 1.292 14.559 *** 0.834 1.292 14.552 *** 
POS4 <--- POS 0.802 1.18 14.084 *** 0.802 1.181 14.078 *** 
POS3 <--- POS 0.828 1.238 14.481 *** 0.829 1.239 14.475 *** 
POS2 <--- POS 0.789 1.203 13.873 *** 0.789 1.204 13.868 *** 
OCB6 <--- OCB 0.353 1.101 5.895 *** 0.352 1.105 5.883 *** 
OCB7 <--- OCB 0.538 1.054 7.367 *** 0.533 1.051 7.327 *** 
OCB8 <--- OCB 0.595 1.65 7.100 *** 0.59 1.648 7.056 *** 
OCB9 <--- OCB 0.633 1.507 7.250 *** 0.636 1.523 7.242 *** 
OCB10 <--- OCB 0.689 1.381 7.482 *** 0.683 1.378 7.436 *** 
OCB11 <--- OCB 0.426 1.354 6.027 *** 0.431 1.378 6.054 *** 
PP1 <--- pp 0.615 1 
  
0.621 1 
  
PP2 <--- pp 0.349 0.976 6.348 *** 0.356 0.979 6.498 *** 
PP3 <--- pp 0.633 1.135 10.666 *** 0.642 1.14 10.906 *** 
PP4 <--- pp 0.733 1.267 13.333 *** 0.742 1.274 13.641 *** 
PP5 <--- pp 0.807 1.317 12.910 *** 0.815 1.326 13.182 *** 
PP6 <--- pp 0.844 1.423 13.221 *** 0.848 1.427 13.465 *** 
PP7 <--- pp 0.865 1.428 13.50 *** 0.873 1.44 13.792 *** 
OCB2 <--- OCB 0.344 1.121 5.732 *** 0.345 1.13 5.734 *** 
OCB3 <--- OCB 0.402 1.378 6.178 *** 0.403 1.388 6.176 *** 
OCB4 <--- OCB 0.411 1 
  
0.408 1 
  
OCB5 <--- OCB 0.644 1.477 7.321 *** 0.645 1.489 7.302 *** 
OCB14 <--- OCB 0.683 1.67 7.476 *** 0.684 1.681 7.450 *** 
OCB13 <--- OCB 0.684 1.551 7.479 *** 0.689 1.57 7.469 *** 
OCB12 <--- OCB 0.327 1.124 5.078 *** 0.331 1.146 5.120 *** 
POS1 <--- POS 0.717 1.196 13.934 *** 0.717 1.196 13.929 *** 
POS8 <--- POS 0.664 1 
  
0.664 1 
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Goodness-of-fit statistics were also checked in the Amos Ver.16.0 software output. Since 
certain scores in this output are incompatible with the accepted criteria, the revised structural 
equation model of this study provided the best model fit without conducting any correlation 
among error terms. The goodness-of-fit scores are given in Table 24 for both generic and revised 
structural equation models of the study. 
Table 24: Goodness of Fit Statistics for Generic and Revised SEM 
Index 
Good 
fit 
Acceptable 
fit 
Generic Revised 
Chi-square (x²)   low low 1485.23 587.232 
 
Degrees of Freedom (DF) > 0 0 504.00 327.00 
 
Likelihood Ratio (x²/df)  ≤ 2 ≤ 4 2.9470 1.7960 
 
P value  ≥ .05 ≥ .01 0.0000 0.0000 
 
Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA)  ≤ .05 ≤ .08 0.0690 0.0440 
 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR) ≤ .05 ≤ .10 0.0852 0.0655 
 
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)  ≥ .97 ≥ .90 0.8180 0.9430 
 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  ≥  .97 ≥. 90 0.8370 0.9510 
 
Probability (p-close)  ≥  .05 ≥ .10 0.0000 0.9460 
 
Hoelter's Critical N (CN)  > 200 > 75 152.00 255.00 
 
As seen in the table, after the revision of the model, scores came to the desired levels 
according to the acceptance criteria. The p value is the exception here, because it is lower than 
.05, which is the required level for significance. This is accepted as an exception and ignored 
because the p value is not the only criterion needed for model fit, and p values are very 
vulnerable to sample-size changes (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, H., 2003). This 
96 
 
means that if the sample size of the study increases, most probably this p value will increase and 
come to the exact or close-to-exact significance level (Byrne, 2001). 
4.6 Hypothesis Testing 
 This study was designed to test relationships among the variables of the study, which are 
perceived organizational support, organizational citizenship behaviors, and perceived 
performance of investigators working in CSI units of the TNP. By conducting a broad literature 
review and considering the related theoretical perspectives, the hypotheses stated below were 
developed in order to be tested in this study. Findings in the related literature supported the 
relationship among POS, OCB, and PP. Table 18, which shows parameter estimates for the 
generic and revised structural equation model, gives the scores about each hypothesis and 
whether  it is supported or not. 
4.6.1 Hypothesis 1 
Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with OCB of officers in CSI 
units. 
This hypothesis was developed based on the assumptions in theories stated earlier, and 
this relationship was supported in the related literature. For example, Levinson (1965) and Foa 
and Foa (1980) stated in their studies that as a result of organizational support, members of an 
organization develop a feeling of obligation to behave and perform better because this feeling of 
obligation also results in positive moods among employees. The positive moods are also defined 
as extra role behaviors, and these extra role behaviors are the elements of OCB. Furthermore, 
organizational support also increases that organization’s members’ interest at work because it 
increases the feelings and perceptions of adequacy and importance. Valuing employees’ work 
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and effort and caring about their well-being are elements of organizational support, and all these 
have effects on OCB (Eisenberger et al., 1999; George & Brief, 1992; Watson et al., 1988) 
Scores in the table shows that this hypothesis is supported and consistent with findings in 
the literature. The regression weight of the relationship between POS and OCB is 0.214. The 
table also shows that this relationship is positive and statistically significant at the level of .05. 
Therefore, these scores reveal that Perceived Organizational Support has a positive effect on 
OCB of participants, and the null hypothesis was rejected.  
4.6.2 Hypothesis 2 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior is positively associated with Perceived Performance 
of police officers in CSI units. 
The relationship between OCB and performance was hypothesized before in various 
studies and these studies supported the assumptions in the literature that there is a relationship 
between OCB and performance. According to the literature, in an organization, employees who 
have OCB get involved in helping behaviors toward coworkers, and in this way they perform 
better, became more productive, and work faster. This willingness to help also has an effect on 
group spirit and morale of employees in the organization. Furthermore, the employee having 
OCB always cares about the organization and exerts effort so that the organization reaches its 
goals and objectives. The members of organizations who have OCB also hesitate to cause 
problems and help their managers to overcome troubles (Allen & Rush, 1998; Campbell, 1990; 
Podsakoff et al., 1997; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 
2000; Podsakoff, Niehoff et al., 1993) .  
The second hypothesis was developed according to these findings and assumptions in the 
literature, and analysis scores show that this hypothesis was supported consistent with the 
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literature. According to scores in Table 18, the regression weight of the relationship between 
OCB and PP is 0.764. The relation is positive and statistically significant, so the hypothesis was 
accepted and the null hypothesis was rejected. 
4.6.3 Hypothesis 3 
 Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with Perceived Performance 
of officer in CSI units. 
The third hypothesis of this study is about the relationship between POS and PP. This 
hypothesis was also developed based on the related literature. Studies on organizational support 
show that caring, esteem, approval, and socio-emotional benefits from the organization are very 
important for the employees in an organization. These are the indicators of organizational 
support, and they result in loyalty and efforts of employees to act for the benefit of the 
organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Furthermore, benefits that come from the organization 
may result in an obligation for employees to respond to the organization in the same way 
(Gouldner, 1960; Levinson, 1965). If members of the organization obtain benefits, they will pay 
them back to the organization with a greater level of performance. If an organization is involved 
in supportive behaviors such as caring about members’ well-being or valuing their contributions, 
members will likely increase their contributions and level of performance in the organization 
(Eisenberger et al., 1986). 
The third hypothesis developed, based on the  finding mentioned above, was not 
supported. The regression weight of the relationship between POS and PP is -0.072. The 
relationship is not statistically significant and it is also in the negative direction. Significance and 
a positive direction was expected for this relationship, but statistical analysis shows that POS 
does not increase the PP of participants. This result mainly comes from the measurement of 
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perceptions, which is discussed in the next chapter. Therefore, the third hypothesis was rejected 
and the analysis failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
4.6.4 Hypothesis 4 
OCB has a mediating affect between POS and Perceived Performance of officers in CSI 
units. 
The literature states that there are mediating factors between POS and performance. POS 
develops positive moods among employees, such as a desire to help each other and consideration 
for organizational problems. These are actually indicators of OCB and their effect on 
performance was proved in the literature. Therefore, since positive moods are elements of OCB, 
OCB can mediate the relationship between POS and its outcomes (Anand et al, 2010; George & 
Brief, 1992; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). However, statistical analysis of this study showed 
that there is no statistically significant relationship between POS and PP. Therefore, this study 
found no evidence of a positive and significant relationship between POS and PP. The fourth 
hypothesis of this study, therefore, was not supported. There is no statistical evidence in the 
study that shows the effect stated in the hypothesis. The analysis failed to reject the null 
hypothesis. Table 25 shows the result of the hypothesis testing. 
Table 25: Results of hypothesis testing. 
H1: Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with OCB 
of officer in CSI units of the TNP. 
Supported 
H2: Organizational Citizenship Behavior is positively associated with 
Perceived Performance of police officers in CSI units of the TNP. 
Supported 
H3: Perceived Organizational Support is positively associated with 
Perceived Performance of officer in CSI units of the TNP. 
Not supported 
H4: OCB has mediating affect between POS and Perceived Performance 
of officer in CSI units of the TNP. 
Not supported 
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4.7 Conclusion 
In this chapter, the data set and data set analyses results were described. The significance 
of the relationships among latent constructs and their indicators were tested, and CFA was 
conducted to test the validity of the measurement models of latent constructs and the SEM. In 
order to obtain a best fit model, some revisions were required. After the revisions, scores showed 
that none of the models in this study had significance, validity, or model-fit issues. 
However, two of the four hypotheses were not supported. The unsupported hypotheses 
were the ones pointing out the relationship between POS and PP and the mediating effect of 
OCB between POS and PP. These hypotheses were developed according to the literature and 
related theories, so it was expected they would be supported. Explanations and discussion about 
these results will be discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 Introduction 
The main propose of this study was investigating the relationship among Perceived 
Organizational Support (POS), Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), and Perceived 
Performance (PP) in the Turkish National Police (TNP). In order to conduct this investigation, a 
conceptual framework was formed in light of the related literature and theories. Four research 
hypotheses were developed for testing, and test results are discussed in this chapter. 
Even though the literature supports relationships among these concepts, results may 
change in different sample groups, different times, and under different conditions. Objective and 
subjective measurements also affect results. This study had both expected and unexpected 
results. Two of the hypotheses were supported, while the other two were not supported. The most 
outstanding finding in this study is that there is no relationship between POS and PP in the CSI 
units of the TNP. This relationship was typically discussed and supported in the literature, so it 
was expected to be supported in this study. 
In this chapter all expected and unexpected results, limitations, and contributions are 
discussed. Several factors that might have brought about this result are discussed in detail. 
Implications that are theoretical, methodological, managerial, and policy based are provided. 
Suggestions that cover the important points to be considered while conducting related research in 
the future are stated at the end. 
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5.2 Discussions of Findings 
Several findings in this study were obtained by conducting various analyses. Some of 
these findings support assumptions in the literature while others contradict them. All the findings 
are discussed in the following sections. 
5.2.1 Discussion of Exogenous Variables 
5.2.1.1 Perceived Organizational Support 
 The latent construct of POS was developed to measure investigators’ perceptions about 
support from the organization. In order to measure this concept eight items were used from the 
POS scale that was developed by Eisenberger and his colleagues (see Table 1 and Appendix A). 
These eight items were selected since they had been used previously in different related studies. 
These items had higher loading scores, and the validity and reliability of this POS scale was 
proved (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Wayne et al., 1997). The indicator factor loading scores in the 
source article ranged from .66 to .84. By using these indicators, the measurement model was 
developed and tested for reliability and validity again. For reliability, a Cronbach’s alpha score 
was evaluated in the SPSS Ver.17.0 software output for all the latent constructs. According to 
this output Cronbach’s alpha scores of latent variables were higher than .7, which is the threshold 
for reliability (Morgan, 2004). This result was also consistent with related  studies in the 
literature (Armeli et al., 1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986, 1999, 2001; Moorman et al., 1998; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997). 
In order to see the significance of the indicators of each latent variable, critical ratio 
scores were evaluated. The accepted threshold score for the critical ratio for each indicator is 
lower than -1.96 and higher than 1.96 (Byrne, 2006; Wan, 2002). These score in the output of 
Amos Ver.16.0 in the standardized regression weights table were all out of this range, indicating 
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significance. Furthermore, the strength of the factor loadings was checked for all indicators 
because indicators having factor loadings lower than .3 should be excluded from the model, even 
though they might be significant. All the indicators’ factor loading levels were higher than .3; 
therefore none of them were removed from the POS measurement model. In order to improve the 
model fit a model revision was conducted and some of the error terms were correlated. After the 
revision, all the scores for reliability validity and model fit were checked again and they showed 
that the revised model of POS is reliable, valid, and fit to measure the latent construct of POS. 
 This construct has eight indicators, and all the indicators have impacts at different levels 
on the latent construct. The indicator that has the strongest effect on latent construct of POS is 
the sixth indicator, which is the statement of help from the organization in case of investigator’s 
individual problem with a regression weight score .85 (which is .72 in the source article, 
Eisenberger et al., 1986). This can be interpreted that investigators working in CSI units of TNP 
perceive organizational support as help from the organization for their individual problems and 
that the organization is supportive towards employees (investigators) when they have problems. 
 The indicator that states the organization’s forgiveness for the honest mistake has the 
weakest effect on the POS latent construct with a regression weight score .58 (.66 in the source 
article), and this is also one of the (relatively) lowest factor loading scores in this source article. 
This finding can be interpreted that investigators working in CSI units of the TNP perceive that 
the TNP has less tendency to forgive them for infractions.  Although this indicator is low relative 
to other indicators, it is still significant. All other indicators have similar regression weight 
levels: .72, .79, .83, .80, .83, .85, and .66. These results are consistent with the results in the 
literature (Armeli et al., 1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986, 1999, 2001; Moorman et al., 1998; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997). 
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5.2.1.2 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
The OCB measurement model was designed to understand behaviors of investigators 
working in CSI units of the TNP. The latent construct of OCB was developed by 14 indicators 
derived from the literature (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Van Dyne et al., 1994; Van Scotter & 
Motowidlo, 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991). After conducting confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA), the first indicator, which considers the helping behavior of investigators toward their 
coworkers in case of their absence, was removed from the measurement model since its factor 
loading score was .17, which is lower than .3. After removal of this indicator, scores show that 
all the indicators are significant and the range of indicators’ factor loading scores is between .35 
and .70. Scores also show that the OCB measurement model is valid and reliable (Cronbach’s 
alpha: 0.82) . 
The indicator that has the highest score is the tenth indicator, which states the behavior of 
initiative taking to solve a problem related with work. The factor loading for this indicator is .70, 
and this score is .94 in the source article (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Therefore, this 
indicator is consistent with the literature. On the other hand, the lowest factor loading score is 
.35, which belongs to the second and the sixth indicators. The second indicator is the statement 
of helping behavior of investigators in CSI units of TNP to others having a heavy workload. The 
factor loading of this indicator in the source article is .73. The score in this study is relatively 
lower than the one in the source article, but this is still a possible result. Consequently, these 
indicators are both significant and over the factor loading threshold of .3. The sixth indicator, 
which has also the lowest factor loading score, has a factor loading score of .84 in the source 
article (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996).  Again, these scores are both over the threshold and 
the indicator is significant as stated above. All the scores of the measurement model of OCB are 
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consistent with the studies in the literature (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Van Dyne et al., 1994; Van 
Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991). 
5.2.1.3 Perceived Performance 
Perceived performance (PP) is the only endogenous variable of this study. The 
measurement model of PP was developed to measure perceptions of investigators working in 
CSI units of the TNP about their individual performance at work. Seven indicators that were 
used in several studies and had higher factor loading scores were selected to develop this 
measurement model, and these indicators were adjusted for this study. Validity and reliability of 
this model was proved by previous studies (Williams & Anderson, 1991). After conducting CFA, 
scores showed that all the indicators are significant and the model is valid. Factor loading for 
indicators are all above the threshold of .3. Therefore all the indicators were kept in the 
measurement model of PP without any exclusion. 
Indicators have factor loadings between .36 and .87. The highest factor loading score of 
.87 belongs to the seventh indicator. This indicator states the level of performing the job expected 
of that investigator. This indicator’s factor loading score in the source article is .87, which is 
exactly the same as this study. The lowest factor loading score is .36, and this score belongs to 
the second indicator, which asks the level of engagement of investigators in activities which will 
directly have impact on that investigator’s performance evaluation. This indicator’s factor 
loading score is .52, which is also relatively lower than other indicators scores. All other 
indicators factor loading scores are consistent with this source study (Williams & Anderson, 
1991). 
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In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha score of the POS measurement model is .845, and all 
the indicators of the measurement model are significant and have factor loadings higher than the 
threshold of .3. Therefore, none of the indicators was removed from the measurement model. 
5.2.2 Discussion of Structural Equation Modeling 
 The main purpose of this study was to investigate relationships and their direction among 
the study variables—POS, OCB, and PP—in the CSI units of the TNP. In order to conduct this 
investigation, a measurement model was developed by using structural equation modeling, which 
covers all the latent constructs and control variables of the study. After making necessary 
revisions, the valid and the best fit model was obtained.  
The conceptual model was developed by considering assumptions and theories in the 
literature. There are two main theories discussed in this study: social exchange theory (SET) and 
organizational support theory (OST). These two theories guided this study and hypotheses were 
developed mainly based on assumptions in these theories. 
The SET mainly refers to the mutual exchange process in the social realm of life. This 
exchange process is articulated by the statement that if people are treated well, they respond in 
kind. In other words, if people are rewarded in any way, they develop good feelings and they feel 
obligated to behave better. This social process was adapted to organizational studies, and this 
theory was used to explain the relationship among organizational support, organizational 
citizenship behavior, and performance in many studies (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003; Blau, 
1964, 1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Homans, 1958, 1973; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff 
et al., 2000; Settoon at al., 1996; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Wayne et al., 1997). 
Organizational support theory also discusses the same issue and points out similar mutual 
relations. According to this theory, if employees are treated well by the organization in which 
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they work, they develop positive feelings, share goals and values of the organization, and involve 
themselves in actions for the benefit of the organization (Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger et 
al., 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Shore & Shore, 1995).  
These theories were tested in many studies in the literature, and relationships among 
POS, OCB, and PP were hypothesized in the first research question, which is What are the 
relationships between perceived organizational support, organizational citizenship behavior, 
and perceived performance in Crime Scene Investigation units of the Turkish National Police? 
Points discussed below answer this first research question. The relationship between POS and 
OCB were discussed in many studies by using different frames, and they all point out the 
positive and significant relationship between POS and OCB (Eisenberger et al., 1999; Foa & 
Foa, 1980; George & Brief, 1992; Levinson, 1965; Watson et al., 1988). Therefore, based on 
these findings in the related literature, the second research question was developed: Does 
perceived organizational support have an effect on organizational citizenship behavior in Crime 
Scene Investigation units of the Turkish National Police? 
The results of this empirical study were consistent with the information in the literature. 
Results show that there is a positive and significant relationship between POS and OCB (β = .21, 
p < .05). This means that POS has a positive effect on OCB in CSI units of the TNP. In other 
words, an increase in the level of POS causes an increase in the level of OCB in CSI units of the 
TNP. 
The SET and OST also point out the relationship between POS and PP, as mentioned 
above. Employees develop positive feelings towards the organization and perform better when 
they get any support from the organization (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003; Blau, 1964, 1986; 
Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger et al., 1990; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Homans, 1958; 
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Homans, 1973, Eisenberger et al., 1986; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2000; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon at al., 1996; Shore & Shore, 1995; Thibaut & Kelley, 
1959; Wayne et al., 1997). Therefore it was expected to see a positive and significant 
relationship between these two concepts. However, statistical results of this empirical study 
contradict these assumptions in the literature. Analysis results show that the relationship between 
POS and PP is negative and not significant in CSI units of the TNP (β = -0.04, p = 0.096). This 
unexpected result comes from the measurement of human perception. 
Perception measurements are generally problematic and may not yield the same results as 
measurement of the actual concepts. Accuracy of self-perceptions and bias in self-performance 
reporting have been discussed by many scholars in their studies. Some of the empirical studies 
proved that there are differences between actual performance and perceived performance. 
Performance perceptions may be biased and individual characteristics have great effect on these 
kinds of perceptions. Actually, individual perceptions are problematic not only in the area of 
performance. This issue is also problematic in organizational support (John & Robins, 1994; 
Kruglanski, 1989; Lewinsohn, Mischel, Chaplin, & Barton, 1980; Tesser & Campbell, 1982). 
Perceptions of employees about organizational support may be much different from the actual 
levels and kinds of support. Therefore, since this study measures the perceptions of investigators 
working in CSI units of the TNP about their own performance and organizational support, the 
results likely differ from the objective situation. Consequently, the responses are biased and 
show that the relationship is negative and insignificant between POS and PP in CSI units of 
TNP. 
This study also focused on the result of the OCB and hypothesized the relationship 
between OCB and PP. Performance is one of the most discussed outcomes of OCB, and the 
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literature states a positive and significant relationship between these two concepts (Karambayya, 
1990; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Walz & Niehoff, 2000). The analysis results of this study 
are consistent with  related studies in the literature. The results show that the relationship 
between OCB and PP is significant and positive in CSI units of the TNP (β = .76; p < .05). This 
means that investigators in CSI units of the TNP having higher levels of OCB are performing 
better than investigators with lower levels of OCB. 
This study also hypothesized the mediating effect of OCB between POS and PP. The 
literature states that POS has an indirect effect on performance. POS mostly results in positive 
moods of employees, and these positive moods result in a desire to help coworkers, a sharing of 
organizational goals, a consideration for organizational problems, and better performance. All 
these positive mood elements are also elements of OCB. Therefore, OCB was expected to 
mediate the relationship between POS and PP (Anand et al, 2010; George & Brief, 1992; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). However, as mentioned before, the analysis results of this study 
showed that the relationship between POS and PP is negative and insignificant, with scores of 
β = -0.07 and p = 0.096. This result contradicts the assumptions in the literature, and this 
hypothesis was not supported in this study. Consequently, the mediating effect of OCB between 
POS and PP was not evidenced by this study in the CSI units of the TNP. The reason for this 
contradiction was discussed earlier. This study measured the perceptions of individuals, and 
perception measurements are subjective rather than objective. Subjective data may contradict 
objective data (John & Robins, 1994; Kruglanski, 1989; Lewinsohn et al., 1980; Tesser & 
Campbell, 1982).   
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5.2.3 Discussion of Control Variables 
 This study has six control variables, which are designed to harvest demographic 
information about participants. These control variables are education, age, gender, rank, unit 
size, and tenure, and these were derived from related studies. Even though there is no empirical 
evidence that there are relationships between these control variables and PP, some studies 
suggested that there may be relationships among demographic characteristics and organizational 
outcomes (Mowday et al., 1982). For example, it was assumed in some studies that women may 
perform better than men under equal conditions (Williams et al., 2002). However analysis results 
of this study show that there is no significant relationship between any of the control variables 
and the variable of PP. This means that in this study, education, rank, age, gender, tenure, and 
size of the unit have no effect on PP of the investigators working in CSI units of the TNP. 
Therefore, this study did not provide empirical evidence that control variables of demographic 
information affect perceived performance, and, as discussed earlier, all the control variables were 
excluded from the SEM model of the study. 
5.3 Implications 
 The main purpose of this study is to understand the relationships among POS, OCB, and 
PP in CSI units of the TNP. The literature supports relationships among these concepts but as 
mentioned before, results may change in different groups, different times, and different 
conditions. Even though this study has no evidence about the relationship between POS and PP, 
it provides many important findings about the relationships between POS and OCB and OCB 
and PP. The most important findings of this study are that perceived organizational support has a 
positive and significant effect on organizational citizenship behavior, and organizational 
citizenship behavior has a positive and significant effect on perceived performance. This means 
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that the more investigators perceive the organization to be supportive the more likely they are to 
involve themselves in organizational citizenship behavior. This path is the same for the 
relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and perceived performance. This means 
in this study that the more investigators working in CSI units of the TNP exhibit organizational 
citizenship behavior, the more likely they are to perform better at work. Therefore, findings 
reveal that OCB is important to investigators for achieving a higher performance level at work, 
and POS is very important in making investigators engage in OCB. 
 By considering these findings it can be concluded that the TNP needs to make policy and 
managerial changes and get involved in more supportive actions toward the officers working in 
the TNP. If the organization expects officers to show OCB and perform better, officers have to 
be supported by the TNP. 
 These findings are consistent with the literature. If the organization is supportive, 
members of that organization exhibit positive behaviors and perform better. The well-being of 
officers is very important for success in law enforcement agencies. This is an indicator of POS, 
and if officers feel they are supported by the organization their psychological and physical well-
being will be affected and they will be more successful. 
 This study found no relationship between demographic variables and perceived 
performance. All the relationships between demographic variables and PP are insignificant; 
therefore, this study will not provide discussions and empirical information on these 
relationships. 
 Consequently, findings of this study show that the TNP needs to set up its policies and 
strategies by considering the indicators of being supportive in order to encourage investigators to 
show OCB and perform better. For example, the indicator with the lowest factor loading score 
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among POS indicators is POS8, which is My organization would not take advantage of me, even 
if given the opportunity. This finding means that this issue is the least supported. There is a lack 
of trust towards the organization among investigators working in CSI units of the TNP. 
Administrative and operational strategies and policies must be adjusted by considering these 
factors. In today’s world, this is a requirement and a contemporary method for law enforcement 
agencies to improve the fight against crimes and criminals.  
This study will provide suggestions for theoretical, methodological, managerial, and 
policy implications in light of the findings of the study. All these suggestions will be discussed in 
detail in the subsequent subsections. 
5.3.1 Theoretical Implications 
 This study mainly used two theories—Social Exchange Theory (SET) and Organizational 
Support Theory—to explain the relationships among POS, OCB, and PP. Social exchange 
simply refers to the social cycle between organizations and employees. If the organization acts in 
a supportive manner toward its members, members reciprocate this good treatment with positive 
behavior, and vice versa. The basic assumption of the social exchange theory is that people 
develop feeling of obligation and respond in the same way if other people treat them well or 
reward them. SET also describes factors that affect individuals’ behavior and job attitudes at 
work. OCB has an important role in this social exchange cycle, and this cycle has been the 
subject of many studies. SET stresses that people interact with each other to keep their interest at 
the highest level. This is the most cited theory to explain the relationships between organizations, 
leaders, managers, and employees or workers (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003; Blau, 1964; Blau, 
1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Homans, 1958; Homans, 1973; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; 
Podsakoff et al., 2000; Settoon et al., 1996; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Wayne et al., 1997). 
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 Organizational Support Theory also makes similar assumptions. According to the OST, 
employees have socio-emotional needs to be fulfilled, and the organizations in which they work 
are the most important places to fulfill these needs. Organizations fulfill these needs in various 
ways: salary, working hours, respect, medical benefits, and psychological and physical care. As a 
result of the fulfillment of these socio-emotional needs employees develop positive feelings, 
perform better, share the organizational goals and objectives, and get involved in actions for the 
organization’s success. OST also stresses that individuals working in an organization form their 
behaviors by considering resources they get from the organization. Employees generally have 
some kinds of belief concerning the readiness of the organization to appreciate their contribution, 
reward their hard work, and care about their well-being The more employees perceive the 
organization as helpful and ready to fulfill their socio-emotional needs, the more likely they are 
to perform better. There are many empirical studies showing the relationship between 
organizational support and positive mood of employees, which is an indicator of OCB 
(Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger et al., 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002; Shore & Shore, 1995). 
 This study hypothesized relationships among POS, OCB, and PP based on the theories 
explained above and tested the assumptions in these theories empirically. Results of this 
empirical study showed a positive and significant relationship between POS and OCB. Results 
also showed that the relationship between POS and PP is negative and insignificant. Therefore, 
assumptions pointing out the relationship between POS and OCB were tested and confirmed as a 
result of this study. Thus, this result makes a contribution to the literature related to these 
theories. Assumptions pointing out the relationship between POS and PP were also tested but not 
confirmed empirically. As discussed earlier, this unexpected result comes from the measurement 
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of the perceptions rather than the actual concepts. This result is also a good contribution to the 
related literature in that the above-mentioned theories should be tested by using actual objective 
data. 
5.3.2 Methodological Implications 
 This study investigated both the reasons and results of OCB. As mentioned in earlier 
sections, most of the OCB studies focused on reasons for OCB; in contrast, this study aimed to 
see not only reasons but also results of OCB. POS was investigated as a reason of OCB, and in 
order to measure POS, the POS scale developed by Eisenberger and his colleagues (1986) was 
used. The eight items with the highest factor loading scores were selected as indicators for POS 
in this study. These items were used in several studies and tested many times for reliability and 
validity.  
Indicators of OCB were derived from several studies. These indicators were selected to 
reflect all sides of OCB for this study. OCB was measured by 14 indicators, and all of these 
represented a different side of the concept. These indicators were selected according to the OCB 
construct developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). Williams and Anderson developed this 
construct by considering both the organizational side and the individual side of OCB.  
A perceived performance scale was also derived from the same study (Williams & 
Anderson, 1991). There are seven indicators for PP and all represent different sides of PP. These 
scales were adjusted for this study and had no validity or reliability issue. Indicators have high-
level factor loading scores and were tested in various studies. Therefore, all these factors stated 
above show the strength of this study in terms of methodology. 
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5.3.3 Policy Implications 
 Results of this empirical study show that POS has a positive and significant effect on 
OCB, and OCB has a positive and significant effect on PP. The literature simply states that POS 
is required for OCB and OCB is required for higher-level performance. This is also the path for 
organizational success. Based on these empirically tested and confirmed assumptions, the TNP, 
as an organization, should revise its policies and managerial strategies in order to reach its goals 
and objectives. It is obvious that an organization cannot reach its goals and objectives with 
members who exhibit lower-level performance. The TNP should develop supportive policies and 
strategies towards TNP members. Supportive actions have many aspects, as stated in the related 
literature. The most emphasized one is organizational care for members’ well-being. This should 
mean not only their physical well-being but also their psychological well-being.  
The indicator of My organization really cares about my well-being in the POS latent 
construct is one of the indicators with the lowest factor loading scores among eight indicators. 
This means that investigators working in CSI units of the TNP are not satisfied at the level of 
organizational care for their well-being. In addition, the indicator that is Help is available from 
my organization when I have a problem has the lowest factor loading score among other POS 
indicators. The TNP should show its care for TNP members’ well-being to a greater extent and 
should initiate more supportive actions. For example, salaries should be adjusted to reasonable 
levels. Rotation of officers from one province to another must be conducted on a voluntary basis 
whenever possible and at reasonable frequencies. Working hours should be adjusted and high-
level performance should be appreciated and rewarded. These factors all affect officers’ 
psychological and physical well-being. 
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 The TNP has a strict hierarchical structure. For officers, it is generally very difficult to 
reach the high-level police managers to solve their problems. Low-level police managers 
generally have no authority or ability to solve problems, particularly problems of the individual. 
This hierarchic and bureaucratic structure must be softened, and some method should be set up to 
reach higher-level managers at least in some specific cases. As a result of this hierarchic 
structure, officers, especially ones with no rank, are excluded from the decision-making process, 
and their thoughts, beliefs, goals, values, problems, and opinions are all ignored in the 
development of policies and strategies. A system should be established in which all the officers’ 
concerns are involved and their decisions are also considered. These changes will increase the 
perceptions of officers about organizational support, and as stated in the literature and proved by 
this study, this perception will affect their performance. 
5.4 Limitations 
It was seen as a result of the researcher’s personal communication with CSI unit members 
of the TNP that lack of organizational support is one of the most noted problems in CSI units of 
TNP. In fact, the concept of organizational support was one of the most discussed antecedents in 
studies about organizational citizenship behavior and perceived performance (Veysel Kunt, 
personal interview, August 20, 2010). Therefore, effects of organizational support on 
organizational citizen behavior and perceived performance were the relationships studied in this 
study, but there may be many different variables that affect these constructs. 
This study measured concepts based on the participants’ perceptions. Participants 
evaluated their own performance and organizational support and rated items according to their 
own criteria. The literature states that measurement of perceptions may sometimes be 
problematic and sometimes do not reflect actual life situations. Participants may be biased and it 
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is sometimes difficult to achieve data accuracy in perception measurements. Perceptions may not 
be objective and objective data may contradict subjective data (John & Robins, 1994; 
Kruglanski, 1989; Lewinsohn et al., 1980; Tesser & Campbell, 1982). Therefore, concepts in this 
study may not be measured objectively and may not reflect the actual situation about these 
concepts. 
5.5 Contributions of the Study 
This study tested the Social Exchange Theory and Organizational Support Theory. These 
theories explain the relationship among POS, OCB, and PP and assume that POS has a positive 
effect on OCB and performance. Even though the relationship between POS and PP was not 
supported, this study proved that there is a significant relationship between POS and OCB as 
stated in these theories. Furthermore, this study revealed that measurements of human 
perceptions may be subjective and may be different from actual data. These are the contributions 
of this study to the related literature.   
This study was conducted on members of the TNP. Policing strategies are basically 
similar in almost all countries. This is a difficult job with unique rules and requirements. 
Therefore organizational problems are also similar. This study may give ideas not only to the 
TNP but also to different police organizations in different countries. 
Not many studies focused on the outcomes of OCB. The literature shows that there are 
160 studies focused on the OCB issue. However, only five of those before the year 2000 focused 
on outcomes of OCB. The rest focused on the antecedents of OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  This 
study focused not only on the reasons for OCB but also on its results. POS is one of the most 
discussed antecedents of the OCB in the literature, and this study also investigated the 
relationship between POS and OCB. PP is one of the most discussed results of OCB and this 
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study investigated the relationship between OCB and PP. Therefore, this study focused on both 
antecedents and result of OCB. 
 The measurement models for latent constructs were already tested previously for 
validation and reliability. This study tested these measurement models in a different setting, 
which is the Turkish National Police organization. Validity and reliability of these measurement 
models were confirmed again in that different setting. These are contributions to the literature as 
well. 
5.6 Suggestions for Future Research 
As mentioned earlier in this study, concepts that are variables of this study are 
perceptions, and measurement models were developed to measure the perceptions of individuals. 
Even though many prior studies measured perceptions, information provided by considering 
individuals’ perceptions may contradict the actual information (John & Robins, 1994; 
Kruglanski, 1989; Lewinsohn et al., 1980; Tesser & Campbell, 1982). Future research should 
conduct analyses based on the actual data or hard performance data rather than perceptions of 
individuals in order to reach more objective results. This is most likely the reason that the 
hypothesized relationships between POS and PP were not supported in this study. Lack of hard 
performance data and biased organizational support perceptions caused contradictions with 
findings and assumptions in the literature.  
The concept of organizational support has many aspects in the literature. Leadership, 
salary, rewards, fairness, and job clarity are some these aspects. These aspects should be 
measured separately to see the relative importance and effects on personal behaviors and 
performance.  For another, the OCB concept also has different elements in the literature. 
Altruism, civic virtue, sportsmanship, loyalty, and courtesy are some of these elements, and 
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indicators should be derived from these elements to develop the measurement model of OCB. In 
this way, all the aspects of OCB will be represented in the measurement model of OCB. 
Methodologically, studies conducted to investigate employees’ behaviors or performance 
can also be qualitative rather than quantitative. Trying to measure these kinds of abstract 
concepts in numeric ways may be problematic, especially in terms of accuracy. By measuring 
these kinds of concepts in a quantitative way, human emotions and feelings are mostly excluded 
and neglected in the study. In order to get information about human thoughts, feelings, and 
emotions and to analyze them, people have to be interviewed. This kind of methodology may 
give more accurate information and results. 
Even though this study did not provide any evidence about the relationship between 
demographic variables and PP, they should be investigated more deeply in future studies. 
Cultural and ethnic differences may also have effects on personal perceptions, behaviors, and 
individual performance. These control variables may be added to the measurement model of 
future studies. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENTS OF THE STUDY 
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The survey was developed for the study to see the relationship between OS, OCB, and PP 
in the CSI units of the TNP. These concepts are very important for organizations to reach their 
desired goals and objectives. It is believed that results of this study will be very beneficial for the 
TNP and will provide very important ideas for personal and organizational development.  
Participation is voluntary. The survey does not contain any question about the identity of the 
participants. Participants will not be asked about their private personal information. Participants 
will be asked just about their thoughts and perceptions. Demographic data will never be shared 
with anyone. The data will be used just for this study.  
 
Section 1) In this part of the survey, participants will be asked about their perceptions about the 
organization they are working in (Organizational Support). Please rate each of the following 
statements based on the scale provided. 
 
Strongly   Neither Agree              Strongly 
 Agree     Agree          Nor Disagree           Disagree         Disagree 
     5                4                         3                           2                     1 
[  ] My organization really cares about my well-being. 
[  ] My organization strongly considers my goals and values. 
[  ] My organization shows concern for me. 
[  ] My organization cares about my opinions. 
[  ] My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor. 
[  ] Help is available from my organization when I have a problem. 
[  ] My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part. 
[  ] My organization would not take advantage of me, even if given the opportunity. 
 
Section 2) In this part of the survey, participants will be asked about their behaviors at work 
(Organizational Citizenship Behavior). Please rate each of the following statements based on the 
scale provided. 
 
Always   Often Sometimes       Rarely Never/Almost Never 
     5                          4                         3                           2                          1 
[  ] I help others who have been absent. 
[  ] I help others who have heavy workloads. 
[  ] I support a co-worker with a personal problem. 
[  ] I treat other fairly. 
[  ] I go out of my way to help new employees. 
[  ] I talk to other workers before taking actions that might affect them. 
[  ] I praise co-workers when they are successful. 
[  ] I keep abreast of changes in the organization. 
[  ] I persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task. 
[  ] I take the initiative to solve a work problem. 
[  ] I defend the organization if others criticize it.  
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[  ] I promote the company’s products and/or services.  
[  ] I pay close attention to important details.  
[  ] I exercise personal discipline and self-control.  
 
Section 3) In this part of the survey, participants will be asked about their perceptions of how 
they perform at work (Perceived Individual Performance). Please rate each of the following 
statements based on the scale provided 
 
Strongly   Neither Agree              Strongly 
 Agree     Agree          Nor Disagree           Disagree         Disagree 
     5                4                         3                           2                     1 
[  ] I adequately complete assigned duties.  
[  ] I engage in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation. 
[  ] I successfully perform essential duties. 
[  ] I fulfill responsibilities specified in my job description.  
[  ] I meet formal performance requirements of the job.  
[  ] I never neglect any aspects of the job I am obliged to perform. 
[  ] I perform tasks that are expected of me.  
 
Section 5) Demographic Information 
 
What is the highest degree you completed? 
[  ] High School 
[  ] Two-Year College 
[  ] Bachelor of Arts/Science 
[  ] Master of Arts/Science 
[  ] Ph.D.    
     
What is your rank? 
[  ] Police Officer 
[  ] Deputy Lieutenant 
[  ] Lieutenant 
[  ] Captain 
[  ] Major and higher 
 
How long have you been working in TNP? 
[  ] 5 years and fewer 
[  ] 6-10 years 
[  ] 11-15 years 
[  ] 16-20 years 
[  ] 21 years and higher 
 
What is your age? 
[  ] 25 years old and younger 
[  ] 26-30 years old 
[  ] 31-35 years old 
[  ] 36-40 years old 
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[  ] 41 years old and older 
 
What is your gender? 
[  ] Male 
[  ] Female 
 
How many people work in the unit in which you work? (size of the unit) 
[  ] < 15 
[  ] 16 – 25 
[  ] 26 – 35 
[  ] 36 – 45 
[  ] > 45  
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APPENDIX B: TURKISH VERSION OF THE SURVEY 
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Değerli Meslektaşım. Dolduracağınız bu anket çalışması, en çok 10 dakika kadar az bir 
vaktinizi alacak kısa bir çalışmadır. Bu anket, özellikle Olay Yeri İncelem birimleri ile ilgili bazı 
sorunları anlamaya yönelik hazırlanmakta olan bir doktora tezinde veri olarak kullanılacaktır. Bu 
tez, aynı zamanda, OYİ birimlerinde çalışan personelin durumlarının iyileştirilmesi husunda 
yapılan çalışmalara ışık tutacaktır. Sözkonusu tez, tarfımdan, ABD nin Florida eyaletindeki 
"University of Central Florida" isimli Üniversitedeki Kamu Yönetimi (Public Affairs) bölümü 
binyesinde hazırlanmaktadır. Tez Danismanım yine bu Üniversitede Öğretim görevlisi ve idareci 
olan Doç. Dr. Naim Kapucu dur. Ankete katılım gönüllülük esasına göredir. Bu ankete katılarak 
organizasyonel birtakım problemlerin çözümüne de ciddi katkı sağlamış olacaksınız. Ankette, 
hiçbir kişisel, özel nitelikli soru yoktur. Katılımcıların kimliğini, anketin yöneticisi olarak ben 
dahil kimse bilemeyecektir. Anket, sözkonusu tez çalışması haricinde hiçbir şekilde 
kullanılmayacaktır. Anketi güven duygusu içerisinde doldurunuz ve özgür fikirlerinizin yer 
almasına lütfen dikkat ediniz. 
 
Bolum 1) Bu kisimda organizasyonunuzun sizin uzerinizde olan destegi ile ilgili algilariniz 
sorulacaktir (Kurumsal destek).  Lutfen herbir ifadeyi, size verilmis olcege gore cevaplandiriniz. 
 
Kesinlikle 
Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Karasizim Katilmiyorum 
Kesinlikle 
Katilmiyorum 
         5                          4                        3                       2                              1 
[  ] Calistigim kurum saglik ve mutlulugumu gercekten onemser. 
[  ] Calistigim kurum hedeflerimi ve degerlerimi kesinlikle dikkate alir. 
[  ] Calistigim kurum her turlu problemimle ilgilenir.  
[  ] Calistigim kurum goruslerimi dikkate alir. 
[  ] Calistigim kurum ihtiyacim oldugunda gereken neyse yapar.  
[  ] Bir problemim oldugunda calistigim kurumdan yardim ve destek gorurum. 
[  ] Calistigim kurum, iyi niyetli oldugum durumlarda, hatalarimi affeder. 
[  ] Calistigim kurum, uzerimdeki haklarini kotuye kullanmaz. 
 
Bolum 2) Anketin bu kisminda isyerindeki davranislarinizla ilgili sorular sorulacaktir (Kurumsal 
Vatandaslik Davranislari). Lutfen herbir ifadeyi, size verilmis olcege gore cevaplandiriniz. 
 
Herzaman            Siklikla              Arasira                Cok Nadir          Hicbirzaman      
     5                          4                         3                           2                          1 
[  ] Olmayan arkadasimin isini uzerime alirim. 
[  ] Is yuku fazla olan arkadaslarima yardimci olurum. 
[  ] Is arkadaslarima, kisisel problemlerinde destek olurum. 
[  ] Herkesle iyi gecinirim. 
[  ] Yeni baslayan is arkadaslarimin isi ogrenmeleri icin fazladan gayret sarfederim. 
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[  ] Is arkadaslarimi etkileyecek kararlar alacagimda, etkilenecek kisilerle mutlaka 
onceden gorusurum. 
[  ] Is arkadaslarimin basarisiyla gurur duyarim. 
[  ] Calistigim kurumdaki dgisiklikleri ve gelismeleri yakindan takip ederim. 
[  ] Verilen gorevi yerine getirmek icin her turlu engelin ustesinden gelmeye calisirim. 
[  ] Isle ilgili bir problemi cozme adina uzerime her zaman duseni yaparim. 
[  ] Calistigim kurumu elestirenlere karsi herzaman kurumumu savunuru  
[  ] Kurumumun verdigi hizmetten her ortamda ovguyle bahsederim. 
[  ] Isimi yaparken onemli detaylara dikkat ederim. 
[  ] Kisisel disiplin ve kendimi control konularinda kendimi gelistirmeye calisirim 
 
Bolum 3) Anketin bu kisminda, katilimcilara isyerlerindeki performanslari ilgili algilari 
sorulacaktir (Kisisel Performns Algisi). Lutfen herbir ifadeyi, size verilmis olcege gore 
cevaplandiriniz. 
 
Kesinlikle 
Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Karasizim Katilmiyorum 
Kesinlikle 
Katilmiyorum 
     5                            4                         3                         2                            1 
[  ] Is yerimde bana verilmis vazifeleri layikiyla yerine getiririm)  
[  ] Performansim degerlendirilirken goz onunde bulundurulacak davranislarda 
bulunmaya onem veririm. 
[  ] Onemli gorevleri basariyla yerine getiririm 
[  ] Gorev taniminda yer alan sorumluluklarimi eksiksiz yerine getiririm 
[  ] Isimin gerektirdigi gayreti gosteririm 
[  ] Sorumlu oldugum isin hic bir yonunu ihmal etmem.  
[  ] Is yerinde benden beklenini yerine getiririm 
 
 
Bolum 4) Genel Bilgiler 
 
Egitim durumunuz: 
[  ] Lise Mezunu 
[  ] Iki Yillik / MYO 
[  ] Universite Mezunu 
[  ] Master Derecesi Sahibi 
[  ] Doktora Derecesi Sahibi 
     
Rutbeniz: 
[  ] Polis Memuru 
[  ] Komiser Yardimcisi 
[  ] Komiser 
[  ] Baskomiser 
[  ] Emniyet Amiri ve Ustu 
 
 
Emniyet teskilatinda kac yildir calisiyorsunuz? 
[  ] 5 yil ve daha az 
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[  ] 6-10 yil 
[  ] 11-15 yil 
[  ] 16-20 yil 
[  ] 21 yil ve ustu 
 
Yasiniz: 
[  ] 25 ve daha genc 
[  ] 26-30 yas 
[  ] 31-35 yas 
[  ] 36-40 yas 
[  ] 41 yas ve ustu 
 
 
Cinsiyetiniz: 
[  ]Bay 
[  ]Bayan 
 
Su an gorev yaptiginiz birimde (tum sivil personel dahil) kac kisi calisiyor? 
[  ] < 15 
[  ] 16 – 25 
[  ] 26 – 35 
[  ] 36 – 45 
[  ] > 45 
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